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Abstract	 ﾠ
Technical	 ﾠaspects	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠas	 ﾠdecision-ﾭ‐support	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠaddressed	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
numerous	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠstudies.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplans	 ﾠ(FMPs)	 ﾠalso	 ﾠplay	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠ
largely	 ﾠneglected,	 ﾠrole	 ﾠas	 ﾠforest	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠhave	 ﾠexamined	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠcontext	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
planning	 ﾠpractices	 ﾠin	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠcontrasting	 ﾠcase	 ﾠcountries,	 ﾠrevealing	 ﾠstriking	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
instrumentation.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠSweden,	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠmainly	 ﾠserve	 ﾠfor	 ﾠinformational	 ﾠsteering,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠunder-ﾭ‐utilised	 ﾠ
potential	 ﾠfor	 ﾠproviding	 ﾠindividualised	 ﾠadvice.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠLithuania,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplans	 ﾠare	 ﾠprimarily	 ﾠregulatory,	 ﾠserving	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠeffective	 ﾠcontrol	 ﾠbut	 ﾠwith	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠdeficiencies,	 ﾠnotably	 ﾠexcessive	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠand	 ﾠinstitutionalised	 ﾠ
corruption.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠdemonstrates	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠanalyses	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠfruitfully	 ﾠgrounded	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠempirics	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
planning	 ﾠpractices.	 ﾠ
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1.	 ﾠIntroduction	 ﾠ
Forestry	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠdistinctive	 ﾠland-ﾭ‐use	 ﾠform	 ﾠcharacterised	 ﾠby	 ﾠlong	 ﾠgrowing	 ﾠcycles	 ﾠof	 ﾠtrees	 ﾠand	 ﾠmultiple	 ﾠ
market	 ﾠand	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐market	 ﾠbenefits,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠinherent	 ﾠtension	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠdiverse	 ﾠinterests	 ﾠin	 ﾠforest	 ﾠutilisation	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠprotection.	 ﾠThese	 ﾠcharacteristics	 ﾠpredestine	 ﾠan	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠrole	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠ
that,	 ﾠtechnically,	 ﾠentails	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠcore	 ﾠprocesses:	 ﾠassessing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstate	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠecosystems	 ﾠvia	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
inventory;	 ﾠand	 ﾠproducing	 ﾠa	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplan	 ﾠ(FMP)	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcontains	 ﾠrecommended	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
treatments.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠscope	 ﾠand	 ﾠdetail	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠcan	 ﾠvary	 ﾠdepending	 ﾠon	 ﾠnature	 ﾠconditions	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠnational	 ﾠ
forestry	 ﾠtradition,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsize	 ﾠand	 ﾠownership	 ﾠform	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate	 ﾠcovered,	 ﾠforestland	 ﾠzoning	 ﾠby	 ﾠprevailing	 ﾠ
functions,	 ﾠetc.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠtypical	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠtraditionally	 ﾠgive	 ﾠprimary	 ﾠattention	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠproduction	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠspan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠhorizon	 ﾠof	 ﾠ10	 ﾠto	 ﾠ20	 ﾠyears.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Regarded	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠa	 ﾠlandowner	 ﾠperspective,	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠdecision-ﾭ‐support	 ﾠtool	 ﾠthat	 ﾠprovides	 ﾠ
management	 ﾠoptions	 ﾠfor	 ﾠhis/her	 ﾠestate,	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate’s	 ﾠforest	 ﾠcondition.	 ﾠ
Such	 ﾠconceptualization	 ﾠhas	 ﾠframed	 ﾠnumerous	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhave	 ﾠfocused	 ﾠon	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠaspects	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
planning	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠinventory	 ﾠmethods,	 ﾠdata	 ﾠmanagement,	 ﾠand	 ﾠscheduling	 ﾠof	 ﾠactivities	 ﾠ(Baskent	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
Keles,	 ﾠ2005;	 ﾠLutz	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.,	 ﾠ2008;	 ﾠDiaz-ﾭ‐Balteiro	 ﾠand	 ﾠRomero,	 ﾠ2008;	 ﾠAnanda	 ﾠand	 ﾠHerath,	 ﾠ2009).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠ
addition,	 ﾠincreasing	 ﾠnumbers	 ﾠof	 ﾠcollaborative	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠhave	 ﾠconsidered	 ﾠsocial	 ﾠaspects	 ﾠ
(Martins	 ﾠand	 ﾠBorges,	 ﾠ2007),	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthese	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠare	 ﾠtypically	 ﾠguided	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠunderlying	 ﾠaim	 ﾠof	 ﾠ“optimising”	 ﾠ
plans,	 ﾠin	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠstriking	 ﾠa	 ﾠsound	 ﾠbalance	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠmultiple	 ﾠbenefits	 ﾠand/or	 ﾠpreferences,	 ﾠoften	 ﾠ
involving	 ﾠcomplex	 ﾠcomputational	 ﾠformulations.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
From	 ﾠa	 ﾠsocietal	 ﾠperspective,	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠalso	 ﾠplay	 ﾠa	 ﾠfundamentally	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠrole	 ﾠin	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠsmall-ﾭ‐scale	 ﾠ
private	 ﾠforestry.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠbaldly	 ﾠstated	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠForest	 ﾠAgency	 ﾠ(SFA)	 ﾠ(Mårtensson	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.,	 ﾠ2003):	 ﾠ“A	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplan	 ﾠis	 ﾠone	 ﾠof	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠfor	 ﾠimplementing	 ﾠforest	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠand	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
important	 ﾠaid	 ﾠin	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠservices”	 ﾠ(authors’	 ﾠtranslation).	 ﾠTaking	 ﾠanother	 ﾠEuropean	 ﾠexample,	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠRegulations	 ﾠfor	 ﾠForest	 ﾠManagement	 ﾠPlanning	 ﾠ(MELR	 ﾠ2003)	 ﾠdefine	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaim	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠ
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as	 ﾠfollows:	 ﾠ“[…]	 ﾠto	 ﾠsecure	 ﾠsustainable	 ﾠutilization	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠresources,	 ﾠbalancing	 ﾠsociety’s	 ﾠneeds	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
owners’	 ﾠneeds	 ﾠas	 ﾠwell	 ﾠas	 ﾠrequirements	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠpolicy”.	 ﾠThese,	 ﾠand	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠstatements	 ﾠin	 ﾠsources	 ﾠ
from	 ﾠother	 ﾠcountries,	 ﾠe.g.	 ﾠfor	 ﾠFinland	 ﾠsee	 ﾠ(Hujala	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.,	 ﾠ2009),	 ﾠclearly	 ﾠindicate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠnational	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠ
authorities	 ﾠtend	 ﾠto	 ﾠregard	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠas	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠfor	 ﾠimplementing	 ﾠforest	 ﾠpolicies.	 ﾠ
Nevertheless,	 ﾠrelatively	 ﾠfew	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠhave	 ﾠexplicitly	 ﾠaddressed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcontext,	 ﾠroles	 ﾠand	 ﾠeffects	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠ
as	 ﾠa	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstrument.	 ﾠA	 ﾠnotable	 ﾠexception	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠcomprehensive	 ﾠevaluation	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffectiveness	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
Finnish	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners	 ﾠby	 ﾠHokajärvi	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ(2009),	 ﾠwho	 ﾠ
presume	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFinnish	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠis	 ﾠan	 ﾠinformational	 ﾠinstrument.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠcontrast,	 ﾠSerbruyns	 ﾠand	 ﾠLuyssaert	 ﾠ
(2005)	 ﾠregard	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠmandatory	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstrument	 ﾠin	 ﾠFlanders,	 ﾠreferring	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlegal	 ﾠ
requirement	 ﾠto	 ﾠprepare	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠfor	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforests	 ﾠcovering	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ5	 ﾠha.	 ﾠGiven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgeneral	 ﾠlack	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
thorough	 ﾠanalyses,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠuncertain	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠassigned	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠparticular	 ﾠclass	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
policy	 ﾠinstrument	 ﾠ–	 ﾠinformational,	 ﾠregulatory	 ﾠor	 ﾠsome	 ﾠother	 ﾠsort.	 ﾠTo	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠthis	 ﾠuncertainty,	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
number	 ﾠof	 ﾠaspects	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpolicy-ﾭ‐planning	 ﾠinterface	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠscrutinized,	 ﾠinter	 ﾠalia:	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
context	 ﾠwithin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelevant	 ﾠjurisdiction;	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelationships	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
other	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments;	 ﾠthe	 ﾠkey	 ﾠactors	 ﾠand	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠroles;	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtranslation	 ﾠof	 ﾠformal	 ﾠstipulations	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠinformal	 ﾠroutines	 ﾠinto	 ﾠactual	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠpractices.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ1.	 ﾠSelected	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠstatistics	 ﾠand	 ﾠgovernance	 ﾠquality	 ﾠindicators
1,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠand	 ﾠSweden/Götaland.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ Lithuania	 ﾠ Sweden
2	 ﾠ
Forest	 ﾠarea,	 ﾠmillion	 ﾠha	 ﾠ(share	 ﾠof	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠland	 ﾠ
area)	 ﾠ
2.2	 ﾠ(34%)	 ﾠ 4.9	 ﾠ(58%)	 ﾠ
Dominant	 ﾠforest	 ﾠspecies	 ﾠ(shares	 ﾠof	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠ
volume)	 ﾠ
Scots	 ﾠpine	 ﾠ(37%),	 ﾠNorway	 ﾠ
spruce	 ﾠ(20%),	 ﾠbirch	 ﾠ(17%)	 ﾠ
Norway	 ﾠspruce	 ﾠ(48%),	 ﾠScots	 ﾠ
pine	 ﾠ(30%),	 ﾠbirch	 ﾠ(10%)	 ﾠ
Mean	 ﾠannual	 ﾠincrement,	 ﾠm
3/ha/year	 ﾠ 7.9	 ﾠ 7.1	 ﾠ
Share	 ﾠof	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠforest	 ﾠarea	 ﾠunder	 ﾠprivate,	 ﾠ
non-ﾭ‐industrial,	 ﾠownership,	 ﾠ%	 ﾠ
38	 ﾠ 78	 ﾠ
Share	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠarea	 ﾠunder	 ﾠvalid	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠarea	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforests,	 ﾠ%	 ﾠ
28	 ﾠ 42	 ﾠ
Average	 ﾠarea	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠestate,	 ﾠha	 ﾠ 3.3	 ﾠ 38	 ﾠ
Forest	 ﾠsector	 ﾠshare	 ﾠof	 ﾠGDP,	 ﾠ%	 ﾠ 3.3	 ﾠ(4
th	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ 2.7	 ﾠ(5
th	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ
GDP	 ﾠper	 ﾠcapita	 ﾠin	 ﾠpurchasing	 ﾠpower	 ﾠ
standard	 ﾠ(EU27	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ100)	 ﾠ
55	 ﾠ(24
th	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ 118	 ﾠ(6
th	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ
Global	 ﾠpercentile	 ﾠgovernance	 ﾠranks	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐	 ﾠGovernment	 ﾠeffectiveness	 ﾠ 73.3%	 ﾠ(21
st	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ 98.6%	 ﾠ(3
rd	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐	 ﾠRegulatory	 ﾠquality	 ﾠ 79.5%	 ﾠ(21
st	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ 96.7%	 ﾠ(4
th	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐	 ﾠRule	 ﾠof	 ﾠlaw	 ﾠ 71.2%	 ﾠ(21
st	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ 99.5%	 ﾠ(2
nd	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐	 ﾠControl	 ﾠof	 ﾠcorruption	 ﾠ 63.8%	 ﾠ(23
rd	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ 98.6%	 ﾠ(2
nd	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU)	 ﾠ
Notes:	 ﾠ
1	 ﾠShare	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠarea	 ﾠunder	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠin	 ﾠSweden	 ﾠestimated	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2005,	 ﾠall	 ﾠother	 ﾠestimates	 ﾠare	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ2009.	 ﾠ
2GDP	 ﾠand	 ﾠgovernance	 ﾠestimates	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠwhole	 ﾠcountry,	 ﾠother	 ﾠindicators	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠGötaland	 ﾠregion	 ﾠof	 ﾠSouthern	 ﾠ
Sweden	 ﾠ(occupying	 ﾠ1/5	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcountry’s	 ﾠterritory)	 ﾠ
Sources:	 ﾠ	 ﾠ(MERL,	 ﾠ2010;	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠForest	 ﾠAgency,	 ﾠ2010;	 ﾠSFS,	 ﾠ2010;	 ﾠIngemarson	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.,	 ﾠ2007;	 ﾠEurostat,	 ﾠ2010;	 ﾠWorld	 ﾠ
Bank	 ﾠGroup,	 ﾠ2010)	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Here	 ﾠwe	 ﾠaddress	 ﾠthese	 ﾠissues	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠcomparative	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
instrument	 ﾠin	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠcase	 ﾠcountries,	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠand	 ﾠSweden;	 ﾠselected	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠthey	 ﾠhave	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠnatural	 ﾠ
conditions	 ﾠfor	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠ—	 ﾠas	 ﾠexemplified	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprevailing	 ﾠspecies	 ﾠand	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠincrements	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 3	 ﾠ
(Table	 ﾠ1)	 ﾠ—	 ﾠbut	 ﾠmarkedly	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠhistorical	 ﾠtrajectories	 ﾠof	 ﾠsocio-ﾭ‐political	 ﾠdevelopment	 ﾠand	 ﾠ(hence)	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠcontexts	 ﾠ(Maciejewski,	 ﾠ2002).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠeconomic	 ﾠwealth	 ﾠand	 ﾠquality	 ﾠof	 ﾠgovernance,	 ﾠ
Lithuania	 ﾠand	 ﾠSweden	 ﾠrepresent	 ﾠextremes	 ﾠamong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ27	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEuropean	 ﾠUnion.	 ﾠSweden	 ﾠ
has	 ﾠa	 ﾠprosperous	 ﾠlong-ﾭ‐standing	 ﾠmarket	 ﾠeconomy	 ﾠwith	 ﾠhigh	 ﾠquality	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠformulation	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
implementation	 ﾠ(cf.	 ﾠgovernment	 ﾠeffectiveness	 ﾠin	 ﾠTable	 ﾠ1)	 ﾠand	 ﾠproven	 ﾠcapacity	 ﾠto	 ﾠpromote	 ﾠ
development	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠsector	 ﾠ(regulatory	 ﾠquality).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠcontrast,	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠis	 ﾠone	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠex-ﾭ‐socialist	 ﾠ
states	 ﾠthat	 ﾠjoined	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEU	 ﾠin	 ﾠ2004.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠcountry	 ﾠhas	 ﾠfaced	 ﾠmajor	 ﾠtransitional	 ﾠchallenges,	 ﾠrequiring	 ﾠ
fundamental	 ﾠreconstruction	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠentire	 ﾠsystem	 ﾠof	 ﾠgovernance	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠcoping	 ﾠwith	 ﾠcultural	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
institutional	 ﾠimprints	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSoviet	 ﾠperiod,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠadherence	 ﾠto	 ﾠstrong	 ﾠmanagerial	 ﾠhierarchies	 ﾠ
(Cook	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.,	 ﾠ1998).	 ﾠThus,	 ﾠexamination	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpolicies	 ﾠand	 ﾠpractices	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠselected	 ﾠcountries	 ﾠallows	 ﾠus	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠexamine	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠhypotheses:	 ﾠ(i)	 ﾠthat	 ﾠinstrumental	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠroles	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠmay	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
similar	 ﾠin	 ﾠjurisdictions	 ﾠwith	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠnatural	 ﾠconditions,	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠFMPs’	 ﾠcommon	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠfunction	 ﾠto	 ﾠaid	 ﾠ
landowners’	 ﾠdecisions,	 ﾠor	 ﾠ(ii)	 ﾠsubstantially	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠdue	 ﾠto	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠcontextual	 ﾠfactors.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
2.	 ﾠTheoretical	 ﾠunderpinnings	 ﾠ
Policy	 ﾠscience	 ﾠand	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠadministration	 ﾠscholars	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠnumerous	 ﾠdefinitions	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments.	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠour	 ﾠinterpretation,	 ﾠa	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstrument	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠdeliberate	 ﾠstructured	 ﾠeffort	 ﾠby	 ﾠgovernors	 ﾠto	 ﾠsolve	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
policy	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠby	 ﾠmodifying	 ﾠactions	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgoverned.	 ﾠMany	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstrument	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠ
have	 ﾠfocused	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffects	 ﾠof	 ﾠselected	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠpolicies	 ﾠin	 ﾠselected	 ﾠjurisdictions	 ﾠwith	 ﾠan	 ﾠaim,	 ﾠexplicit	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
implicit,	 ﾠto	 ﾠimprove	 ﾠthose	 ﾠpolicies	 ﾠ(Salamon,	 ﾠ2002).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠare	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠneutral	 ﾠoptions	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
choice	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠtoolkit;	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠvalue-ﾭ‐bearing	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠoutcomes	 ﾠmanifesting	 ﾠthe	 ﾠunderlying	 ﾠaims	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠpower	 ﾠstructures.	 ﾠTherefore,	 ﾠanalyses	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠcan	 ﾠpotentially	 ﾠreveal	 ﾠmore	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠrelationship	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgoverning	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgoverned	 ﾠ“than	 ﾠaccounts	 ﾠof	 ﾠmotives,	 ﾠor	 ﾠlater	 ﾠ
discursive	 ﾠrationalisations”	 ﾠ(Lascoumes	 ﾠand	 ﾠLe	 ﾠGales,	 ﾠ2007,	 ﾠp.	 ﾠ9).	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Public	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠorder	 ﾠrelations	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgoverning	 ﾠinstitutions	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtargeted	 ﾠcivic	 ﾠ
society	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠand	 ﾠsocial	 ﾠintermediaries	 ﾠ(Lascoumes	 ﾠand	 ﾠLe	 ﾠGales,	 ﾠ2007).	 ﾠForest	 ﾠ
management	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠis	 ﾠan	 ﾠinstrument	 ﾠof	 ﾠchoice	 ﾠfor	 ﾠexecutive	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠagencies	 ﾠto	 ﾠinfluence	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
landowners,	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelevant	 ﾠlegal	 ﾠstipulations,	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠinstructions	 ﾠand	 ﾠroutines,	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
inventory	 ﾠmethods,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresulting	 ﾠFMP,	 ﾠconstitute	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠfabric.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠhis/her	 ﾠcapacities	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
both	 ﾠa	 ﾠforest	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠexpert	 ﾠand	 ﾠpracticing	 ﾠadvisor,	 ﾠa	 ﾠplanner	 ﾠembodies	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcritical	 ﾠsocial	 ﾠ
intermediary.	 ﾠProfessional	 ﾠschooling	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠfabric	 ﾠimpose	 ﾠa	 ﾠcertain	 ﾠdegree	 ﾠof	 ﾠuniformity	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
planning	 ﾠpractices.	 ﾠOn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠhand,	 ﾠplanners’	 ﾠresponses	 ﾠto	 ﾠsituational	 ﾠspecifics	 ﾠvary	 ﾠdue	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
differences	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠperceptions,	 ﾠinterests	 ﾠand	 ﾠskills.	 ﾠRegardless	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhomogeneity,	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
heterogeneity,	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠroutines,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠacquire	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠcomprehensive	 ﾠand	 ﾠfunctional	 ﾠ
knowledge	 ﾠof	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlinkages	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠforest	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠprogrammes	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners	 ﾠplay	 ﾠout	 ﾠin	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
management	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠpractices.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
For	 ﾠclassifying	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠadopt	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparsimonious	 ﾠtrichotomy	 ﾠof	 ﾠregulatory,	 ﾠeconomic	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠinformational	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠ(sticks,	 ﾠcarrots	 ﾠand	 ﾠsermons)	 ﾠadvocated	 ﾠby	 ﾠVedung	 ﾠ(1998).	 ﾠNotably,	 ﾠ
we	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠconsider	 ﾠan	 ﾠorganisation	 ﾠto	 ﾠconstitute	 ﾠa	 ﾠclass	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstrument,	 ﾠas	 ﾠin	 ﾠsome	 ﾠfourfold	 ﾠ
classification	 ﾠschemes,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthat	 ﾠproposed	 ﾠby	 ﾠHood	 ﾠ(1983).	 ﾠInstead	 ﾠwe	 ﾠfollow	 ﾠVedung’s	 ﾠreasoning	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠalthough	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestablishment	 ﾠand	 ﾠmodification	 ﾠof	 ﾠorganisations	 ﾠand	 ﾠinfrastructures	 ﾠare	 ﾠcrucial	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠadministration	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠprerequisites	 ﾠfor	 ﾠinstrumentation	 ﾠrather	 ﾠthan	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠper	 ﾠ
se.	 ﾠThus,	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠpresented	 ﾠhere,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠquestion	 ﾠthat	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠrests	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 4	 ﾠ
on	 ﾠcertain	 ﾠorganisational	 ﾠstructures,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠfocus	 ﾠon	 ﾠregulatory,	 ﾠeconomic	 ﾠand	 ﾠinformational	 ﾠmodalities	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠeffectuation	 ﾠvia	 ﾠFMPs.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
An	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠmay	 ﾠfunction	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠ“stick”	 ﾠby	 ﾠoperationalizing	 ﾠlegal	 ﾠstipulations	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠform	 ﾠof	 ﾠcompulsory	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠrequirements	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠspecific	 ﾠestate.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠregulatory	 ﾠnature	 ﾠof	 ﾠplans	 ﾠmay	 ﾠ
vary	 ﾠdue	 ﾠto	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠscope	 ﾠand	 ﾠdegree	 ﾠof	 ﾠcoerciveness.	 ﾠFurther,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠmay	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcoupled	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
economic	 ﾠ“carrots”,	 ﾠe.g.	 ﾠby	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠa	 ﾠprerequisite	 ﾠfor	 ﾠobtaining	 ﾠsubsidies,	 ﾠcertification	 ﾠ
premiums	 ﾠor	 ﾠtax	 ﾠdeductions.	 ﾠ	 ﾠFinally,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠmay	 ﾠfunction	 ﾠas	 ﾠinformational	 ﾠinstruments,	 ﾠin	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠ
significant	 ﾠways.	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplans	 ﾠgenerate	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠabout	 ﾠforest	 ﾠresources	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcould	 ﾠpotentially	 ﾠ
be	 ﾠused	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠauthorities.	 ﾠSecond,	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠcan	 ﾠserve	 ﾠas	 ﾠ“sermons”,	 ﾠguiding	 ﾠand	 ﾠencouraging	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠowners	 ﾠto	 ﾠpursue	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠpractices	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠperceived	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdesirable.	 ﾠIndeed,	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠhas	 ﾠvast	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprovision	 ﾠof	 ﾠindividualized	 ﾠadvice,	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠ
direct	 ﾠinteractions	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠowners	 ﾠand	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠwho	 ﾠhave	 ﾠthorough	 ﾠknowledge	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners’	 ﾠ
estates	 ﾠand	 ﾠare	 ﾠtasked	 ﾠwith	 ﾠbalancing	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠobjectives	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠowners’	 ﾠneeds.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
3.	 ﾠMaterials	 ﾠand	 ﾠmethods	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Our	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠstarts	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠdesktop	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠscrutinising	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠsubstrate,	 ﾠi.e.	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevolution	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠpolicies	 ﾠregarding	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠowners	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠcase	 ﾠcountries,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠemerging	 ﾠrole	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
policy	 ﾠinstrument	 ﾠmix.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠsets	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstage	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexamination	 ﾠof	 ﾠprocedures	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠthree	 ﾠmain	 ﾠ
phases	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠas	 ﾠdefined	 ﾠby	 ﾠMårtensson	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ(2003):	 ﾠ(i)	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpreparatory	 ﾠ
phase,	 ﾠgathering	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreparation	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠfield	 ﾠinventory;	 ﾠ(ii)	 ﾠfieldwork,	 ﾠi.e.	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
inventory;	 ﾠand	 ﾠ(iii)	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠphase,	 ﾠencompassing	 ﾠactivities	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠend	 ﾠof	 ﾠfieldwork	 ﾠto	 ﾠhanding	 ﾠover	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠfinalised	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner.	 ﾠParticular	 ﾠattention	 ﾠis	 ﾠpaid	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanner-ﾭ‐owner	 ﾠinteractions	 ﾠin	 ﾠall	 ﾠ
three	 ﾠphases.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠmajor	 ﾠsources	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠare	 ﾠsemi-ﾭ‐structured	 ﾠin-ﾭ‐depth	 ﾠinterviews	 ﾠwith	 ﾠforest	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
both	 ﾠcase	 ﾠcountries.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠinterviews	 ﾠwere	 ﾠintended	 ﾠto	 ﾠdisclose	 ﾠa	 ﾠholistic	 ﾠpicture	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠpractices,	 ﾠ
grounded	 ﾠinto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlocal	 ﾠcontext,	 ﾠand	 ﾠpotentially	 ﾠrevealing	 ﾠlatent,	 ﾠunderlying	 ﾠissues.	 ﾠTherefore	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
survey	 ﾠwas	 ﾠof	 ﾠqualitative	 ﾠcharacter	 ﾠ(Miles	 ﾠand	 ﾠHuberman,	 ﾠ1994),	 ﾠdominated	 ﾠby	 ﾠopen-ﾭ‐ended	 ﾠ
questions	 ﾠand	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠwith	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠpurposive	 ﾠsamples	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠ(Table	 ﾠ2).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠmain	 ﾠcriteria	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
sampling	 ﾠwere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprofessional	 ﾠaffiliation,	 ﾠworking	 ﾠexperience	 ﾠand	 ﾠgeographic	 ﾠspread.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ2.	 ﾠSummary	 ﾠstatistics	 ﾠof	 ﾠinterviewed	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠand	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠforest	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠ(ages	 ﾠand	 ﾠduration	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
planning	 ﾠexperience	 ﾠin	 ﾠyears).	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ No.	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
informants	 ﾠ
Male	 ﾠ
informants	 ﾠ
Age	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformants	 ﾠ Planning	 ﾠexperience	 ﾠ
min-ﾭ‐max	 ﾠ average	 ﾠ min-ﾭ‐max	 ﾠ average	 ﾠ
Lithuania	 ﾠ 10	 ﾠ 10	 ﾠ 33-ﾭ‐63	 ﾠ 44	 ﾠ 5-ﾭ‐43	 ﾠ 17	 ﾠ
Sweden	 ﾠ 12	 ﾠ 11	 ﾠ 33-ﾭ‐65	 ﾠ 48	 ﾠ 3-ﾭ‐26	 ﾠ 13	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Striving	 ﾠto	 ﾠexamine	 ﾠperceptions	 ﾠby	 ﾠ	 ﾠexperienced	 ﾠprofessionals,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsample	 ﾠincluded	 ﾠrespondents	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
extensive	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠrecord	 ﾠand	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠcontain	 ﾠnovices	 ﾠwith	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ3	 ﾠyears	 ﾠof	 ﾠextensive	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠ
practice.	 ﾠSeeking	 ﾠto	 ﾠcontrol	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠregional	 ﾠdifferences,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrespondents	 ﾠwere	 ﾠselected	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
represent	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠforested	 ﾠregions	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcase	 ﾠareas,	 ﾠnamely	 ﾠWestern,	 ﾠCentral	 ﾠand	 ﾠEastern	 ﾠLithuania;	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠWestern,	 ﾠNorthern	 ﾠand	 ﾠEastern	 ﾠGötaland	 ﾠin	 ﾠSweden.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 5	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠtypically	 ﾠstart	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠcareers	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠinventory	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
later	 ﾠengage	 ﾠin	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠfor	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠestates,	 ﾠon	 ﾠa	 ﾠpart-ﾭ‐time	 ﾠbasis.	 ﾠAt	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtime	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinterviews,	 ﾠmost	 ﾠ
respondents	 ﾠprepared	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠfor	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠowners	 ﾠas	 ﾠfreelancers	 ﾠand	 ﾠonly	 ﾠone	 ﾠwas	 ﾠaffiliated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠcooperative,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠreflects	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgeneral	 ﾠdistribution	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanners’	 ﾠprofessional	 ﾠaffiliation	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcountry.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠsouthern	 ﾠSweden,	 ﾠall	 ﾠinformants	 ﾠwere	 ﾠaffiliated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠone	 ﾠof	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠorganisations	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
handle	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlargest	 ﾠproportions	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs:	 ﾠSFA,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnational	 ﾠauthority	 ﾠresponsible	 ﾠfor	 ﾠimplementing	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ(five	 ﾠinformants);	 ﾠand	 ﾠSödra,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsouthernmost	 ﾠand	 ﾠlargest	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners	 ﾠ
association	 ﾠ(seven	 ﾠinformants).	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠprepare	 ﾠand	 ﾠdeliver	 ﾠsome	 ﾠplans	 ﾠto	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners	 ﾠ
directly,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠproportion	 ﾠvia	 ﾠcontracts	 ﾠwith	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠprocurement	 ﾠcompanies	 ﾠand	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
owners	 ﾠassociations.	 ﾠSödra	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠprepare	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠsolely	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠassociation.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠinterviews	 ﾠstimulated	 ﾠa	 ﾠflexible	 ﾠconversation	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanners’	 ﾠwork,	 ﾠyet	 ﾠassisted	 ﾠby	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
interview	 ﾠguide	 ﾠorganised	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfollowing	 ﾠblocks	 ﾠof	 ﾠtopics:	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐  The	 ﾠplanner’s	 ﾠprofile	 ﾠand	 ﾠperception	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠgoals	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐  The	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners’	 ﾠprofile,	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠmotivation,	 ﾠlevel	 ﾠof	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠskills,	 ﾠetc.	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐  The	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠprocedure	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐  Contact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐  Prices	 ﾠand	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐  Environmental	 ﾠand	 ﾠeconomic	 ﾠanalyses	 ﾠin	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠ
-ﾭ‐  The	 ﾠnature	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠas	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Interviews	 ﾠwere	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠin	 ﾠSeptember-ﾭ‐December	 ﾠ2010	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠauthor	 ﾠof	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstudy.	 ﾠIndividual	 ﾠ
interviews	 ﾠlasted	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ1	 ﾠto	 ﾠ5	 ﾠhours	 ﾠand	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrecorded	 ﾠelectronically.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
After	 ﾠscrutinising	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠcontext	 ﾠand	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠpractices,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠis	 ﾠrounded	 ﾠup	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
critically	 ﾠexamining	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrole	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠas	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠin	 ﾠboth	 ﾠcase	 ﾠcountries.	 ﾠDeparting	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
opinions	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanners,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠconclude	 ﾠwith	 ﾠour	 ﾠown	 ﾠassessment,	 ﾠspotlighting	 ﾠthe	 ﾠkey	 ﾠissues.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
4.	 ﾠPolicy	 ﾠcontext	 ﾠ
4.1	 ﾠSweden	 ﾠ
Sweden	 ﾠhas	 ﾠa	 ﾠlong	 ﾠtradition	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠownership	 ﾠand	 ﾠrelated	 ﾠforest	 ﾠlegislation.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠ
national	 ﾠForest	 ﾠAct,	 ﾠfocusing	 ﾠon	 ﾠmandatory	 ﾠforest	 ﾠregeneration,	 ﾠcame	 ﾠinto	 ﾠforce	 ﾠin	 ﾠ1903.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠlegal	 ﾠ
process	 ﾠwas	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠlarge	 ﾠextent	 ﾠdriven	 ﾠby	 ﾠrapid	 ﾠexpansion	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠforest	 ﾠindustry	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
latter	 ﾠpart	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ19
th	 ﾠcentury	 ﾠand	 ﾠaccompanying	 ﾠsocietal	 ﾠconcerns	 ﾠregarding	 ﾠthe	 ﾠability	 ﾠto	 ﾠmeet	 ﾠ
industrial	 ﾠdemands	 ﾠfor	 ﾠraw	 ﾠmaterial.	 ﾠSince	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresource	 ﾠbase	 ﾠwas	 ﾠlargely	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhands	 ﾠof	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠowners	 ﾠit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdeemed	 ﾠessential	 ﾠto	 ﾠregulate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠand	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforests.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
focus	 ﾠon	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠsupply	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmanifested	 ﾠnot	 ﾠonly	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinitial	 ﾠForest	 ﾠAct,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠalso	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcreation,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
remit,	 ﾠof	 ﾠgovernmental	 ﾠauthorities	 ﾠresponsible	 ﾠfor	 ﾠimplementing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠenshrined	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠand	 ﾠin	 ﾠlater	 ﾠ
versions	 ﾠ(1923,	 ﾠ1948,	 ﾠ1979)	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠAct	 ﾠ(Ekelund	 ﾠand	 ﾠHamilton,	 ﾠ2001).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠaddition,	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ20
th	 ﾠcentury	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠlandowners	 ﾠformed	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠassociations	 ﾠaiming	 ﾠto	 ﾠbalance	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
financial	 ﾠpower	 ﾠof	 ﾠlarge	 ﾠindustrial	 ﾠcompanies.	 ﾠActing	 ﾠas	 ﾠproducer	 ﾠcooperatives,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠassociations	 ﾠ
became	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠplayers	 ﾠin	 ﾠnegotiations	 ﾠregarding	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠprices.	 ﾠThey	 ﾠdeveloped	 ﾠown	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠ
processing	 ﾠindustries	 ﾠand	 ﾠstill	 ﾠmaintain	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdouble	 ﾠrole	 ﾠof	 ﾠproducer	 ﾠcooperative	 ﾠand	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠbuyer.	 ﾠ
Thus,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠassociations	 ﾠare	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmain	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠadvisors	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠmembers	 ﾠand,	 ﾠtogether	 ﾠ
with	 ﾠother	 ﾠwood-ﾭ‐buying	 ﾠorganizations,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠkey	 ﾠpromoters	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ“high-ﾭ‐production”	 ﾠparadigm.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 6	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
FMPs	 ﾠwere	 ﾠintroduced	 ﾠon	 ﾠa	 ﾠconsiderable	 ﾠscale	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmid-ﾭ‐19th	 ﾠcentury	 ﾠand	 ﾠtoday	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠ
elements	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠadministration	 ﾠand	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforestry.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠa	 ﾠlong	 ﾠtime,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplans	 ﾠ
consisted	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠbasic	 ﾠdescription	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstands	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestates	 ﾠconcerned	 ﾠand	 ﾠrecommended	 ﾠ
management	 ﾠactions	 ﾠfor	 ﾠspecified	 ﾠstands.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠplans	 ﾠnormally	 ﾠhad	 ﾠa	 ﾠ10-ﾭ‐year	 ﾠtime	 ﾠhorizon,	 ﾠhence	 ﾠ
strategic	 ﾠconsiderations	 ﾠwere	 ﾠlimited.	 ﾠDuring	 ﾠperiods	 ﾠof	 ﾠanxiety	 ﾠabout	 ﾠshortages	 ﾠof	 ﾠindustrial	 ﾠ
supplies,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠwere	 ﾠregarded	 ﾠas	 ﾠeffective	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠfor	 ﾠincreasing	 ﾠactivity	 ﾠin	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforestry,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠthus	 ﾠharvests.	 ﾠIndeed,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠperiod	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ1980s	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwas	 ﾠa	 ﾠlegal	 ﾠobligation	 ﾠto	 ﾠacquire	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
all	 ﾠforest	 ﾠestates	 ﾠcovering	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ20	 ﾠha	 ﾠ(Skogsstyrelsen,	 ﾠ1983).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
During	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlast	 ﾠpart	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ20
th	 ﾠcentury,	 ﾠconcern	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠshortcomings	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsingle	 ﾠfocus	 ﾠon	 ﾠhigh	 ﾠ
productivity,	 ﾠand	 ﾠintensifying	 ﾠdiscussions	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠenhance	 ﾠother	 ﾠfunctions	 ﾠof	 ﾠforests,	 ﾠled	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠregard	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnature	 ﾠconservation	 ﾠand	 ﾠrecreational	 ﾠvalues	 ﾠand,	 ﾠhence,	 ﾠa	 ﾠstructural	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ(Bush,	 ﾠ2010).	 ﾠAccordingly,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠparagraph	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠForest	 ﾠAct	 ﾠof	 ﾠ1993	 ﾠstates,	 ﾠ“The	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠnational	 ﾠand	 ﾠrenewable	 ﾠresource.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠshall	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmanaged	 ﾠin	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠa	 ﾠway	 ﾠas	 ﾠto	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
valuable	 ﾠyield	 ﾠand	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠtime	 ﾠpreserve	 ﾠbiodiversity”.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠAct	 ﾠis	 ﾠmore	 ﾠliberal	 ﾠand	 ﾠless	 ﾠ
prescriptive	 ﾠthan	 ﾠits	 ﾠpredecessors	 ﾠwith	 ﾠregard	 ﾠto	 ﾠpermitted	 ﾠsilvicultural	 ﾠpractices.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠgeneral	 ﾠ
nature	 ﾠconservation	 ﾠmeasures	 ﾠwere	 ﾠstipulated	 ﾠin	 ﾠother	 ﾠlegislation,	 ﾠsupplemented	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠmandatory	 ﾠ
prescription	 ﾠthat	 ﾠall	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠfellings	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠannounced	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠin	 ﾠadvance.	 ﾠThus,	 ﾠif	 ﾠit	 ﾠdeems	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
proposed	 ﾠfelling	 ﾠwill	 ﾠnot	 ﾠmeet	 ﾠsocietal	 ﾠaims,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠagency	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpower	 ﾠto	 ﾠprevent	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfelling	 ﾠor	 ﾠinsist	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠmodifications	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmade.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠliberalization	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠact	 ﾠand	 ﾠformulation	 ﾠof	 ﾠmultiple	 ﾠobjectives	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
linked	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestablishment	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠ“social	 ﾠcontract”	 ﾠwith	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners,	 ﾠmeaning	 ﾠthat	 ﾠif	 ﾠthere	 ﾠ
was	 ﾠan	 ﾠactive	 ﾠeffort	 ﾠto	 ﾠpursue	 ﾠcertification	 ﾠon	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠestates,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐regulatory	 ﾠcharacter	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
legislation	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠpreserved.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠpresent	 ﾠsituation,	 ﾠresulting	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdevelopments	 ﾠdescribed	 ﾠabove,	 ﾠfeatures	 ﾠ“liberal”	 ﾠ
legislation,	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐mandatory	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠand	 ﾠcommitment	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠand	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠassociations	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠpromote	 ﾠforest	 ﾠcertification.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠcommitment	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠprimarily	 ﾠrealised	 ﾠby	 ﾠdeveloping	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
concept	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠGreen	 ﾠForest	 ﾠManagement	 ﾠPlan	 ﾠ(GFMP).	 ﾠEach	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠshould	 ﾠfully	 ﾠcomply	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
certification	 ﾠrequirements	 ﾠand	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdefault	 ﾠoption	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcertifying	 ﾠany	 ﾠestate.	 ﾠA	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠis	 ﾠbasically	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
standard	 ﾠFMP,	 ﾠsupplemented	 ﾠwith	 ﾠclassified	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠgoals	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforested	 ﾠarea	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠestate.	 ﾠ
For	 ﾠevery	 ﾠstand	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate	 ﾠconcerned,	 ﾠa	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠshould	 ﾠspecify	 ﾠa	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠgoal,	 ﾠin	 ﾠfour	 ﾠclasses	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠa	 ﾠproduction-ﾭ‐conservation	 ﾠgradient,	 ﾠranging	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠwood	 ﾠproduction	 ﾠ(with	 ﾠsome	 ﾠgeneral	 ﾠnature	 ﾠ
conservation	 ﾠconsiderations)	 ﾠto	 ﾠ“setting	 ﾠaside”	 ﾠsolely	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnature	 ﾠconservation.	 ﾠTo	 ﾠmeet	 ﾠcertification	 ﾠ
requirements,	 ﾠall	 ﾠestates	 ﾠexceeding	 ﾠ20	 ﾠha	 ﾠshould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠand	 ﾠ5%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠarea	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠset	 ﾠ
aside	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnature	 ﾠconservation	 ﾠ(FSC,	 ﾠ2010).	 ﾠSince	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstated	 ﾠgoals	 ﾠare	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠlong-ﾭ‐term	 ﾠ
commitments	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠinclusion	 ﾠintroduced	 ﾠa	 ﾠstrategic	 ﾠcomponent	 ﾠto	 ﾠFMPs.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
No	 ﾠstatistics	 ﾠare	 ﾠcompiled	 ﾠnationally	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcoverage	 ﾠof	 ﾠGFMPs.	 ﾠIngemarson	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ(2007)	 ﾠestimated	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠ42%	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners	 ﾠin	 ﾠsouthern	 ﾠSweden	 ﾠ(Götaland)	 ﾠpossessed	 ﾠupdated	 ﾠplans	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠestate.	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠbulk	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplans	 ﾠare	 ﾠprepared	 ﾠby	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠat	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠand	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠassociations,	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠminor	 ﾠshare	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmarket	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠoccupied	 ﾠby	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠcompanies	 ﾠspecialised	 ﾠin	 ﾠplanning.	 ﾠForest	 ﾠ
landowners	 ﾠcan	 ﾠfreely	 ﾠchoose	 ﾠwhom	 ﾠto	 ﾠcontract	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpreparing	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP.	 ﾠNotably,	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠ
associations	 ﾠpartly	 ﾠsubsidize	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠoffering	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ30%	 ﾠlower	 ﾠprice	 ﾠthan	 ﾠSFA,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlatter	 ﾠappeals	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners	 ﾠwho	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠwish	 ﾠto	 ﾠshare	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠabout	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠestates	 ﾠwith	 ﾠactors	 ﾠengaged	 ﾠin	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 7	 ﾠ
timber	 ﾠprocurement.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠand	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠassociations	 ﾠhave	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠroles	 ﾠin	 ﾠgovernance,	 ﾠall	 ﾠ
plans	 ﾠhave	 ﾠto	 ﾠlive	 ﾠup	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestablished	 ﾠstandards	 ﾠof	 ﾠGFMP.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Summing	 ﾠup,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners	 ﾠregard	 ﾠGFMPs	 ﾠas	 ﾠdecision	 ﾠsupport	 ﾠtools	 ﾠand	 ﾠprerequisites	 ﾠfor	 ﾠobtaining	 ﾠ
certification	 ﾠpremiums.	 ﾠWood-ﾭ‐buying	 ﾠactors,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠassociations,	 ﾠuse	 ﾠthem	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
contact	 ﾠsurfaces	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠto	 ﾠmobilize	 ﾠwood	 ﾠsupplies	 ﾠand	 ﾠimplement	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
prevailing	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠparadigm.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠsees	 ﾠGFMPs	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠtool	 ﾠhelping	 ﾠto	 ﾠpromote	 ﾠdesired	 ﾠ
management	 ﾠpractices,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠa	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠregard	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnature	 ﾠconservation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
4.2	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠliberalization	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠand	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠattention	 ﾠto	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠvalues	 ﾠin	 ﾠSweden	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
minor	 ﾠshifts,	 ﾠcompared	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrevolutionary	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠtransformations	 ﾠin	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠsparked	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
declaration	 ﾠof	 ﾠindependence	 ﾠin	 ﾠ1990.	 ﾠA	 ﾠmajor	 ﾠagent	 ﾠof	 ﾠchange	 ﾠin	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
restitution	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠland	 ﾠproperty	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpre-ﾭ‐war	 ﾠowners.	 ﾠAt	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstart	 ﾠof	 ﾠ2010,	 ﾠ38%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠarea	 ﾠwas	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhands	 ﾠof	 ﾠ242,000	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠlandowners	 ﾠ(with	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠholdings	 ﾠof	 ﾠ3.3	 ﾠha),	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠ
12%	 ﾠwas	 ﾠstill	 ﾠreserved	 ﾠfor	 ﾠrestitution	 ﾠ(MERL,	 ﾠ2010).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
As	 ﾠin	 ﾠmany	 ﾠcountries	 ﾠin	 ﾠtransition,	 ﾠfragmentation	 ﾠof	 ﾠestates	 ﾠand	 ﾠlack	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠskills	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
owners,	 ﾠaggravated	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠlack	 ﾠof	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠcapital	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠside	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstate,	 ﾠare	 ﾠcommonly	 ﾠregarded	 ﾠ
as	 ﾠkey	 ﾠissues	 ﾠhampering	 ﾠsound	 ﾠdevelopment	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforestry.	 ﾠRigidly	 ﾠregulated	 ﾠstate	 ﾠenterprises	 ﾠ
constituted	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbackbone	 ﾠof	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠera	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanned	 ﾠeconomy,	 ﾠwhilst	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
property	 ﾠwas	 ﾠbanned.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠauthorities	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnew	 ﾠindependent	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠnot	 ﾠonly	 ﾠlacked	 ﾠ
experience	 ﾠof	 ﾠdealing	 ﾠwith	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠowners;	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners	 ﾠper	 ﾠse	 ﾠwere	 ﾠregarded	 ﾠwith	 ﾠgreat	 ﾠsuspicion,	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠthreat	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforests	 ﾠ(e.g.	 ﾠVasiliauskas,	 ﾠ1999).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠturmoil	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmid-ﾭ‐1990s,	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
suspicion	 ﾠwas	 ﾠin	 ﾠpart	 ﾠjustified	 ﾠby	 ﾠincreasing	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠthefts	 ﾠand	 ﾠfraudulent	 ﾠactivities	 ﾠby	 ﾠsome	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
new	 ﾠ“forest	 ﾠbusinessmen”	 ﾠwho	 ﾠbought	 ﾠup	 ﾠestates	 ﾠor	 ﾠstumpage	 ﾠaiming	 ﾠfor	 ﾠquick	 ﾠcash	 ﾠand	 ﾠsometimes	 ﾠ
violated	 ﾠlegal	 ﾠnorms	 ﾠ(Verbyla,	 ﾠ2003).	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmain	 ﾠobstacle	 ﾠto	 ﾠsuccessful	 ﾠtransition	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠ
ownership	 ﾠregime	 ﾠhas	 ﾠpresumably	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprofessional	 ﾠideology,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠproperty	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠ
part	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvalue	 ﾠsystem	 ﾠafter	 ﾠalmost	 ﾠsix	 ﾠdecades	 ﾠof	 ﾠSoviet	 ﾠrule.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠsupport	 ﾠof	 ﾠthis	 ﾠassertion,	 ﾠBrukas	 ﾠet	 ﾠ
al.	 ﾠ(2011)	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠlasting	 ﾠmyth	 ﾠof	 ﾠoveruse	 ﾠin	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforests,	 ﾠalthough	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
harvest/increment	 ﾠratios	 ﾠover	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdecade	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ1998-ﾭ‐2007	 ﾠwere	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ70%,	 ﾠand	 ﾠalmost	 ﾠidentical	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠstate	 ﾠand	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforests.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠthis	 ﾠcontext,	 ﾠunsurprisingly,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthorities	 ﾠtook	 ﾠprecautionary	 ﾠmeasures	 ﾠand	 ﾠapplied	 ﾠstrict	 ﾠ
regulation.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠForest	 ﾠLaw	 ﾠ(1994,	 ﾠ2001),	 ﾠRegulations	 ﾠfor	 ﾠManagement	 ﾠand	 ﾠUse	 ﾠof	 ﾠPrivate	 ﾠ
Forests	 ﾠ(1997),	 ﾠRegulations	 ﾠof	 ﾠForest	 ﾠManagement	 ﾠPlanning	 ﾠ(2003)	 ﾠand	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠa	 ﾠdozen	 ﾠother	 ﾠ
legislative	 ﾠacts	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠdetailed	 ﾠprescriptions	 ﾠfor	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠactivities,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas:	 ﾠmandatory	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠregeneration	 ﾠcoupling	 ﾠcertain	 ﾠsoil	 ﾠtypes	 ﾠwith	 ﾠpermitted	 ﾠspecies	 ﾠand	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠdensities;	 ﾠthinning	 ﾠ
regimes	 ﾠwith	 ﾠstrict	 ﾠlimits	 ﾠof	 ﾠintensity,	 ﾠminimum	 ﾠallowable	 ﾠforest	 ﾠrotations,	 ﾠallowable	 ﾠcut,	 ﾠspatial	 ﾠ
restrictions,	 ﾠetc.	 ﾠRegarding	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠrequirements,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠkey	 ﾠrole	 ﾠis	 ﾠplayed	 ﾠby	 ﾠforestland	 ﾠzoning	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠso-ﾭ‐called	 ﾠforest	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠ(Brukas	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠEach	 ﾠforest	 ﾠstand	 ﾠis	 ﾠassigned	 ﾠa	 ﾠstatus	 ﾠof	 ﾠstrict	 ﾠreserve,	 ﾠ
protected,	 ﾠprotective	 ﾠor	 ﾠcommercial	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ(currently	 ﾠcovering	 ﾠ1.2%,	 ﾠ12%,	 ﾠ16%	 ﾠand	 ﾠ71%,	 ﾠ
respectively,	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠforest	 ﾠarea).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠaims,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠforest	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠ
quite	 ﾠclosely	 ﾠresemble	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠfunctional	 ﾠforest	 ﾠclasses;	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmajor	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠlie	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdegree	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠcoerciveness	 ﾠand	 ﾠspatial	 ﾠscale.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠLithuania,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforest	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠare	 ﾠpredefined	 ﾠat	 ﾠlandscape	 ﾠscale	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 8	 ﾠ
all	 ﾠstate	 ﾠand	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforests.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠan	 ﾠowner,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠmatter	 ﾠof	 ﾠluck	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠhis/her	 ﾠrestituted	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
happens	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠprotected	 ﾠ(in	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠcase	 ﾠno	 ﾠclear	 ﾠfellings	 ﾠare	 ﾠallowed	 ﾠand	 ﾠrotations	 ﾠmust	 ﾠmimic	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
age	 ﾠof	 ﾠnatural	 ﾠmortality	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠspecies	 ﾠpresent)	 ﾠor	 ﾠcommercial,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠconsiderably	 ﾠlarger	 ﾠscope	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠdecisions.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
FMPs	 ﾠoperationalize	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlegal	 ﾠstipulations	 ﾠinto	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠprescriptions	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠholding	 ﾠlevel.	 ﾠ
As	 ﾠa	 ﾠrequired	 ﾠprecondition	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcarrying	 ﾠout	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠfelling	 ﾠon	 ﾠany	 ﾠestate,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelevant	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠmust	 ﾠfollow	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠdivision	 ﾠinto	 ﾠfunctional	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠand	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠregulations.	 ﾠTo	 ﾠensure	 ﾠthey	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ
adequate	 ﾠquality,	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠmust	 ﾠbe	 ﾠprepared	 ﾠby	 ﾠcertified	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠwith	 ﾠappropriate	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠeducation.	 ﾠ
Further,	 ﾠeach	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠmust	 ﾠbe	 ﾠapproved	 ﾠby	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠinspectors	 ﾠbased	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠregional	 ﾠ
environmental	 ﾠprotection	 ﾠagencies	 ﾠand	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠForest	 ﾠInventory	 ﾠand	 ﾠManagement	 ﾠ
Institute.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠaddition	 ﾠto	 ﾠapproving	 ﾠFMPs,	 ﾠinspectors	 ﾠissue	 ﾠcutting	 ﾠpermissions,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠare	 ﾠrequired	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
final	 ﾠfellings	 ﾠand	 ﾠcommercial	 ﾠthinnings.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Forest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠregulations	 ﾠ(MERL,	 ﾠ2003)	 ﾠstipulate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcontents	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠestate	 ﾠ
must	 ﾠinclude	 ﾠa	 ﾠbrief	 ﾠexplanatory	 ﾠtext	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate,	 ﾠinventory	 ﾠtables,	 ﾠsuggested	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠ
activities,	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠrestrictions	 ﾠand	 ﾠcartographic	 ﾠmaterial.	 ﾠA	 ﾠstandard	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠresembles	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠFMP,	 ﾠi.e.	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpredecessor	 ﾠof	 ﾠGFMPs,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠclear	 ﾠfocus	 ﾠon	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠproduction.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠmain	 ﾠ
difference	 ﾠlies	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstrong	 ﾠregulatory	 ﾠprofile	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠFMP,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠis	 ﾠpartly	 ﾠexplicit	 ﾠ(in	 ﾠ
stipulating	 ﾠallowable	 ﾠcut)	 ﾠand	 ﾠpartly	 ﾠimplicit	 ﾠ(providing	 ﾠa	 ﾠconsiderably	 ﾠnarrower	 ﾠspace	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
management	 ﾠdecisions).	 ﾠ	 ﾠA	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠis	 ﾠvalid	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ10	 ﾠto	 ﾠ20	 ﾠyears	 ﾠand	 ﾠit	 ﾠcannot,	 ﾠin	 ﾠpractice,	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
replaced	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠnew	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠwithin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvalidity	 ﾠperiod.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠsummary,	 ﾠforest	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠand	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠtenets	 ﾠformulated	 ﾠfor	 ﾠstate	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSoviet	 ﾠ
era	 ﾠwere	 ﾠnormatively	 ﾠtransferred	 ﾠto	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠindependent	 ﾠLithuania,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠreinforced	 ﾠ
environmental	 ﾠstipulations.	 ﾠLittle	 ﾠregard	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠscale	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠholdings,	 ﾠor	 ﾠowners’	 ﾠ
needs	 ﾠand	 ﾠcapacities.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠfocus	 ﾠlies	 ﾠin	 ﾠpreventing	 ﾠundesirable	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠpractices.	 ﾠTo	 ﾠthis	 ﾠend,	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠplay	 ﾠan	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠregulatory	 ﾠrole	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠkind	 ﾠof	 ﾠprecautionary	 ﾠleverage.	 ﾠOwners	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠface	 ﾠ
any	 ﾠsanctions	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnot	 ﾠmanaging	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠforests.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠif	 ﾠan	 ﾠowner	 ﾠhappens	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠlegally	 ﾠmature	 ﾠ
stand	 ﾠand	 ﾠwishes	 ﾠto	 ﾠcarry	 ﾠout	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠfelling,	 ﾠshe/he	 ﾠmust	 ﾠacquire	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠa	 ﾠresult,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠalmost	 ﾠ
exclusively	 ﾠfunctions	 ﾠas	 ﾠrequired,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠinsufficient,	 ﾠpermission	 ﾠfor	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠfellings.	 ﾠToday,	 ﾠvalid	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠ
cover	 ﾠ28%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠarea	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforests	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcountry	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠsize	 ﾠof	 ﾠestates	 ﾠunder	 ﾠ
FMPs	 ﾠis	 ﾠ6.8	 ﾠha	 ﾠ(SFS,	 ﾠ2010).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠstatistics	 ﾠreveals	 ﾠthat	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠare	 ﾠprimarily	 ﾠprepared	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcommercial	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠprotective	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforests	 ﾠ(83%	 ﾠand	 ﾠ14%,	 ﾠrespectively),	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠprotected	 ﾠforests	 ﾠmake	 ﾠup	 ﾠjust	 ﾠ3%	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforest	 ﾠarea	 ﾠunder	 ﾠFMP.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
5.	 ﾠPlanning	 ﾠprocedure	 ﾠ
5.1	 ﾠPreparatory	 ﾠphase	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠmain	 ﾠactivities	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpreparatory	 ﾠphase	 ﾠare	 ﾠgathering	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate	 ﾠ
concerned,	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠinitial	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreparing	 ﾠmaterial	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠused	 ﾠduring	 ﾠfieldwork.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠSweden,	 ﾠan	 ﾠinterested	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠorders	 ﾠa	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠvia	 ﾠcontracting	 ﾠroutines	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠor	 ﾠSödra.	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠroom	 ﾠfor	 ﾠprice	 ﾠnegotiations	 ﾠis	 ﾠlimited	 ﾠas	 ﾠboth	 ﾠorganisations	 ﾠuse	 ﾠstandardised	 ﾠpricing,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
fixed	 ﾠprice	 ﾠper	 ﾠplan	 ﾠplus	 ﾠvariable	 ﾠprice	 ﾠper	 ﾠhectare.	 ﾠ	 ﾠHaving	 ﾠreceived	 ﾠan	 ﾠorder	 ﾠplanner	 ﾠinitially	 ﾠscreens	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠcartographic	 ﾠmaterial	 ﾠand	 ﾠprevious	 ﾠFMP,	 ﾠif	 ﾠavailable.	 ﾠHaving	 ﾠeasy	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠcentralized	 ﾠdatabases,	 ﾠ
he	 ﾠextracts	 ﾠGIS	 ﾠdata	 ﾠon	 ﾠnature	 ﾠreserves,	 ﾠwoodland	 ﾠkey	 ﾠhabitats,	 ﾠand	 ﾠcultural	 ﾠmonuments.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 9	 ﾠ
typically	 ﾠfollowed	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠ10	 ﾠto	 ﾠ30	 ﾠminutes	 ﾠphone	 ﾠcall	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner,	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠclarify	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate’s	 ﾠ
accessibility,	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠor	 ﾠongoing	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠactivities,	 ﾠand	 ﾠany	 ﾠchanges	 ﾠin	 ﾠland	 ﾠuse	 ﾠor	 ﾠestate	 ﾠboundaries.	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠapproach	 ﾠadopted	 ﾠto	 ﾠclarify	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner’s	 ﾠobjectives	 ﾠvaries	 ﾠsubstantially.	 ﾠSome	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠstrive	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
determine	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners’	 ﾠpriorities,	 ﾠincluding,	 ﾠinter	 ﾠalia:	 ﾠshort-ﾭ‐	 ﾠand	 ﾠlong-ﾭ‐term	 ﾠeconomic	 ﾠrequirements;	 ﾠ
desired	 ﾠtrade-ﾭ‐offs	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠeconomic	 ﾠand	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠvalues;	 ﾠaesthetic	 ﾠand	 ﾠrecreational	 ﾠaspects.	 ﾠ
Others	 ﾠpay	 ﾠlittle	 ﾠattention	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner’s	 ﾠpreferences,	 ﾠbecause,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrespondents	 ﾠclaim,	 ﾠof	 ﾠtime	 ﾠ
pressure	 ﾠand/or	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner’s	 ﾠinability	 ﾠto	 ﾠexpress	 ﾠhis/her	 ﾠobjectives.	 ﾠPlanners	 ﾠwith	 ﾠover	 ﾠ10	 ﾠyears	 ﾠ
experience	 ﾠhave	 ﾠgood	 ﾠknowledge	 ﾠof	 ﾠforests	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠdistricts	 ﾠ(typically	 ﾠwithin	 ﾠa	 ﾠradius	 ﾠof	 ﾠ50	 ﾠkm)	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
frequently	 ﾠknow	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate	 ﾠowners	 ﾠand	 ﾠkey	 ﾠfeatures	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠestates.	 ﾠAfter	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinitial	 ﾠscreening,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
relevant	 ﾠestate	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠis	 ﾠimported	 ﾠinto	 ﾠhand-ﾭ‐held	 ﾠPCs	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠused	 ﾠin	 ﾠfieldwork	 ﾠby	 ﾠmost	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠSödra	 ﾠplanners.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
As	 ﾠmost	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠwork	 ﾠindependently,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinterested	 ﾠlandowners	 ﾠ
directly	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠprospective	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠby	 ﾠtelephone,	 ﾠusually	 ﾠfollowing	 ﾠrecommendations	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
environmental	 ﾠinspectors.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠis	 ﾠone	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠreasons	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠtend	 ﾠto	 ﾠwork	 ﾠonly	 ﾠin	 ﾠregions	 ﾠ
where	 ﾠthey	 ﾠhave	 ﾠwell	 ﾠestablished	 ﾠconnections	 ﾠwith	 ﾠinspectors	 ﾠ(see	 ﾠalso	 ﾠSection	 ﾠ5.3.2),	 ﾠsometimes	 ﾠ
over	 ﾠ150	 ﾠkm	 ﾠaway	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠplace	 ﾠof	 ﾠresidence.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠconversations	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠowners	 ﾠand	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠtypically	 ﾠstart	 ﾠwith	 ﾠprice	 ﾠnegotiations.	 ﾠ
Planners	 ﾠalways	 ﾠenquire	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate	 ﾠcontains	 ﾠany	 ﾠold	 ﾠstands	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmay	 ﾠhave	 ﾠreached	 ﾠ
allowable	 ﾠrotations,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠotherwise	 ﾠ“preparation	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠmake	 ﾠsense”.	 ﾠMost	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠ
also	 ﾠask	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠestate	 ﾠboundaries	 ﾠare	 ﾠclearly	 ﾠmarked.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
State	 ﾠforest	 ﾠinventories	 ﾠare	 ﾠcarried	 ﾠout	 ﾠperiodically	 ﾠin	 ﾠall	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠforests,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ
direct	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcollected	 ﾠdata.	 ﾠCartographic	 ﾠmaterial	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinventory	 ﾠdata	 ﾠare	 ﾠonly	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠpurchase	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠForest	 ﾠInventory	 ﾠand	 ﾠManagement	 ﾠInstitute.	 ﾠPlanners	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠdefined	 ﾠofficial	 ﾠrates	 ﾠof	 ﾠ10-ﾭ‐15	 ﾠeuro	 ﾠper	 ﾠestate	 ﾠare	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠexpensive.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠleads	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠthriving	 ﾠblack	 ﾠ
market,	 ﾠas	 ﾠmost	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠpurchase	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmaterials	 ﾠillegally	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ“accessible”	 ﾠemployees	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
institute.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstate	 ﾠforest	 ﾠinventory	 ﾠis	 ﾠused	 ﾠby	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠfor	 ﾠinitial	 ﾠorientation	 ﾠand	 ﾠpre-ﾭ‐
assessment	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠresources	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠquality	 ﾠis	 ﾠinsufficient	 ﾠfor	 ﾠdetailed	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
required	 ﾠfor	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠestates.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
5.2	 ﾠFieldwork	 ﾠ
With	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠmap,	 ﾠand	 ﾠinitial	 ﾠinspection	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠcar,	 ﾠa	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠplanner	 ﾠdetermines	 ﾠan	 ﾠefficient	 ﾠ
route	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate.	 ﾠHe	 ﾠthen	 ﾠcommences	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmeasurements,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠdegree	 ﾠof	 ﾠdetail	 ﾠ
depending	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstand	 ﾠage	 ﾠand	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠas	 ﾠwell	 ﾠas	 ﾠplanner’s	 ﾠroutines.	 ﾠStands	 ﾠup	 ﾠto	 ﾠ20	 ﾠyears	 ﾠold	 ﾠare	 ﾠ
only	 ﾠevaluated	 ﾠvisually	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠoutside,	 ﾠjudging	 ﾠthe	 ﾠneed	 ﾠfor	 ﾠprecommercial	 ﾠthinnings.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠolder	 ﾠforests,	 ﾠ
planners	 ﾠmeasure	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbasal	 ﾠarea	 ﾠof	 ﾠstand	 ﾠand	 ﾠinstrumentally	 ﾠor	 ﾠvisually	 ﾠestimate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdiameter	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
height	 ﾠof	 ﾠrepresentative	 ﾠtrees.	 ﾠBoring	 ﾠtrees	 ﾠfor	 ﾠestimating	 ﾠage	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠlaborious	 ﾠprocedure,	 ﾠthus	 ﾠ
if	 ﾠan	 ﾠold	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠis	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠusually	 ﾠavoided.	 ﾠStand	 ﾠboundaries	 ﾠare	 ﾠchecked	 ﾠalong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠroute,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
when	 ﾠnecessary	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠrevised	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠof	 ﾠGPS.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠaddition	 ﾠto	 ﾠthese	 ﾠelements	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠ“classical”	 ﾠ
timber	 ﾠinventory,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠtake	 ﾠnote	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgreen	 ﾠvalues	 ﾠin	 ﾠeach	 ﾠstand,	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
define	 ﾠfunctional	 ﾠforest	 ﾠclass	 ﾠand	 ﾠcomply	 ﾠwith	 ﾠother	 ﾠcertification	 ﾠrequirements,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠdelineating	 ﾠ
protected	 ﾠforest	 ﾠedges	 ﾠor	 ﾠcreating	 ﾠrequired	 ﾠproportions	 ﾠof	 ﾠbroadleaved	 ﾠtrees.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 10	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠfrequent,	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠcomplication	 ﾠfor	 ﾠfieldwork	 ﾠin	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠabsence	 ﾠof	 ﾠclearly	 ﾠvisible	 ﾠestate	 ﾠ
boundaries.	 ﾠAlthough	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners	 ﾠare	 ﾠlegally	 ﾠobliged	 ﾠto	 ﾠmark	 ﾠthe	 ﾠboundaries	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠestates	 ﾠusing	 ﾠ
underbrushing,	 ﾠcorner	 ﾠpoles	 ﾠand	 ﾠaxe	 ﾠmarkings,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinterviewed	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠestimate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
properly	 ﾠdone	 ﾠin	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ10-ﾭ‐15%	 ﾠof	 ﾠcases.	 ﾠWhen	 ﾠmarking	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠdone	 ﾠvery	 ﾠpoorly,	 ﾠor	 ﾠneglected,	 ﾠsome	 ﾠ
planners	 ﾠmay	 ﾠmark	 ﾠthe	 ﾠboundaries	 ﾠthemselves	 ﾠfor	 ﾠextra	 ﾠpayment	 ﾠ(for	 ﾠup	 ﾠto	 ﾠ150	 ﾠeuro	 ﾠper	 ﾠestate),	 ﾠ
while	 ﾠothers	 ﾠmay	 ﾠrefuse	 ﾠto	 ﾠprepare	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠmethods	 ﾠused	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠforest	 ﾠinventories	 ﾠper	 ﾠse	 ﾠare	 ﾠ
quite	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠmethods,	 ﾠalthough	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠrely	 ﾠmore	 ﾠheavily	 ﾠon	 ﾠvisual	 ﾠ
estimations	 ﾠthan	 ﾠinstrumental	 ﾠmeasurements	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠcollecting	 ﾠtree	 ﾠheight,	 ﾠdiameter	 ﾠand	 ﾠbasal	 ﾠarea	 ﾠ
estimates.	 ﾠOn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠhand,	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠput	 ﾠmore	 ﾠeffort	 ﾠinto	 ﾠdefining	 ﾠexact	 ﾠstand	 ﾠ
boundaries	 ﾠand	 ﾠmeasuring	 ﾠages	 ﾠof	 ﾠtrees	 ﾠin	 ﾠstands	 ﾠapproaching	 ﾠallowable	 ﾠrotation	 ﾠages,	 ﾠas	 ﾠthese	 ﾠ
parameters	 ﾠare	 ﾠmost	 ﾠpedantically	 ﾠchecked	 ﾠby	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠinspectors.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠa	 ﾠrespondent	 ﾠexplains,	 ﾠ“If	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠstate	 ﾠinventory	 ﾠdata	 ﾠindicates	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠspruce	 ﾠstand	 ﾠis	 ﾠ60	 ﾠyears	 ﾠold,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠI	 ﾠfind	 ﾠit	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ70,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
“scary”	 ﾠstand.	 ﾠI	 ﾠbore	 ﾠtrees	 ﾠagain	 ﾠand	 ﾠagain,	 ﾠuntil	 ﾠI	 ﾠam	 ﾠconvinced	 ﾠ[that	 ﾠmy	 ﾠestimate	 ﾠis	 ﾠaccurate].	 ﾠI	 ﾠ
derive	 ﾠan	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠage,	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠages	 ﾠof	 ﾠbored	 ﾠtrees	 ﾠdiffer”.	 ﾠSome	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠeven	 ﾠstate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠavoid	 ﾠ
preparing	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠfor	 ﾠestates	 ﾠwith	 ﾠstands	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠapproaching	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠallowable	 ﾠrotation	 ﾠage,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠdemanding	 ﾠmeasurements	 ﾠare	 ﾠrequired	 ﾠin	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠcases,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrisk	 ﾠof	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠinspectors	 ﾠ
disagreeing	 ﾠwith	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠassessments	 ﾠand	 ﾠimposing	 ﾠsanctions	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠeliminated.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠcontrast	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ
Swedish	 ﾠcounterparts,	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠexplicitly	 ﾠevaluate	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠfeatures,	 ﾠas	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
is	 ﾠnot	 ﾠrequired	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠenvironmental	 ﾠrestrictions	 ﾠare	 ﾠframed	 ﾠin	 ﾠadvance.	 ﾠNevertheless,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
interviewed	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠstill	 ﾠspend	 ﾠseven	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠmore	 ﾠtime	 ﾠper	 ﾠha	 ﾠon	 ﾠfieldwork	 ﾠthan	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ
Swedish	 ﾠcounterparts.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠexplained	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠcombination	 ﾠof	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠfactors,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
complex	 ﾠforest	 ﾠstructures,	 ﾠless	 ﾠtechnologically	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠequipment,	 ﾠmore	 ﾠmeticulous	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
stand	 ﾠboundaries	 ﾠand	 ﾠtree	 ﾠages,	 ﾠand	 ﾠlonger	 ﾠdriving	 ﾠdistances	 ﾠto	 ﾠsmaller	 ﾠestates.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Concerning	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners,	 ﾠmost	 ﾠinterviewed	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠconsider	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
be	 ﾠa	 ﾠdistraction,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠsometimes	 ﾠeven	 ﾠnecessitates	 ﾠremeasurements.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠa	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠplanner	 ﾠputs	 ﾠit:	 ﾠ
“[…]	 ﾠthe	 ﾠworst	 ﾠcase	 ﾠis	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner	 ﾠis	 ﾠwith	 ﾠme	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforest;	 ﾠit	 ﾠadds	 ﾠat	 ﾠleast	 ﾠ30%	 ﾠextra	 ﾠtime,	 ﾠone	 ﾠ
forgets	 ﾠfigures,	 ﾠetc.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠhappens	 ﾠonce	 ﾠor	 ﾠtwice	 ﾠper	 ﾠyear”.	 ﾠSome	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠrespondents	 ﾠavoid	 ﾠany	 ﾠ
contact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners	 ﾠduring	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠfield	 ﾠvisits,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠothers	 ﾠallow	 ﾠan	 ﾠoptional,	 ﾠshort	 ﾠsocializing	 ﾠmeeting	 ﾠ
before	 ﾠor	 ﾠimmediately	 ﾠafter	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinventory,	 ﾠor	 ﾠeven	 ﾠpermit	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner	 ﾠto	 ﾠaccompany	 ﾠthem	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠfew	 ﾠhours.	 ﾠOnly	 ﾠone	 ﾠof	 ﾠ12	 ﾠinterviewed	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠclaimed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhe	 ﾠwelcomes	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
owner	 ﾠaccompanying	 ﾠhim	 ﾠduring	 ﾠforest	 ﾠvisits,	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner’s	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠhave	 ﾠany	 ﾠ
disadvantages,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbenefit	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠhis	 ﾠimmediate	 ﾠimpressions	 ﾠabout	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
management	 ﾠoptions.	 ﾠSimilarly,	 ﾠonly	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠout	 ﾠof	 ﾠ10	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠsaid	 ﾠthey	 ﾠtry	 ﾠto	 ﾠpersuade	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
owner	 ﾠto	 ﾠaccompany	 ﾠthem	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠvisiting	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforest,	 ﾠresulting	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠpresence	 ﾠon	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ50%	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
occasions.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠremaining	 ﾠplanners,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner	 ﾠis	 ﾠon	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠpresent	 ﾠon	 ﾠless	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ10%	 ﾠof	 ﾠcases.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
5.3	 ﾠThe	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠphase	 ﾠ
5.3.1	 ﾠSweden	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠphase	 ﾠcomprises:	 ﾠ(i)	 ﾠelaboration	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplan,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠinventory	 ﾠdata,	 ﾠproducing	 ﾠ
maps,	 ﾠand	 ﾠpackaging	 ﾠmaterial	 ﾠinto	 ﾠa	 ﾠuser-ﾭ‐friendly	 ﾠformat	 ﾠand	 ﾠ(ii)	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠmay	 ﾠ
range	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠmerely	 ﾠhanding	 ﾠover	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcompleted	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠthorough	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠof	 ﾠproposed	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
management	 ﾠactivities.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠtechnical/analytical	 ﾠwork	 ﾠvaries	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdegree	 ﾠto	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠuse	 ﾠ
services	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠspecialised	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠoffices.	 ﾠSome	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠdo	 ﾠall	 ﾠor	 ﾠmost	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠwork	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 11	 ﾠ
themselves,	 ﾠspending	 ﾠon	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠ6.5	 ﾠhours.	 ﾠOthers	 ﾠleave	 ﾠmap	 ﾠdigitalization	 ﾠand	 ﾠpackaging	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
material	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcentral	 ﾠoffice,	 ﾠhalving	 ﾠthe	 ﾠworking	 ﾠtime	 ﾠto	 ﾠ3.5	 ﾠhours.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners	 ﾠstrikingly	 ﾠvaries	 ﾠamong	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠplanners.	 ﾠJudging	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠreported	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠ
time	 ﾠand	 ﾠinterviewees’	 ﾠattitudes,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsplit	 ﾠinto	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠhalves:	 ﾠ“advisory	 ﾠplanners”	 ﾠand	 ﾠ“non-ﾭ‐
advisory	 ﾠplanners”,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠformer	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠeight	 ﾠyears	 ﾠolder,	 ﾠon	 ﾠaverage,	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlatter.	 ﾠNon-ﾭ‐advisory	 ﾠ
planners	 ﾠaveragely	 ﾠspend	 ﾠ15	 ﾠminutes	 ﾠper	 ﾠGFMP,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconversation	 ﾠoften	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠlimited	 ﾠto	 ﾠsettling	 ﾠ
formalities	 ﾠby	 ﾠphone.	 ﾠA	 ﾠtypical	 ﾠapproach	 ﾠby	 ﾠthis	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠis	 ﾠto	 ﾠpost	 ﾠa	 ﾠdraft	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner,	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
option	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcomments,	 ﾠif	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner	 ﾠwishes.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠgreat	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠ(some	 ﾠ90%)	 ﾠof	 ﾠowners	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠmake	 ﾠ
any	 ﾠcomments	 ﾠand	 ﾠquite	 ﾠoften	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠno	 ﾠconversation,	 ﾠeither	 ﾠin	 ﾠperson	 ﾠor	 ﾠby	 ﾠtelephone.	 ﾠAsked	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
evaluate	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠan	 ﾠapproach,	 ﾠmost	 ﾠinformants	 ﾠsee	 ﾠgreat	 ﾠvalue	 ﾠin	 ﾠdiscussions	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠcite	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠtime	 ﾠpressure	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠkey	 ﾠreason	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlimited	 ﾠcontact.	 ﾠOne	 ﾠplanner	 ﾠconfesses:	 ﾠ“Previously	 ﾠI	 ﾠ
always	 ﾠmet	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner,	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠversion	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠwas	 ﾠproduced.	 ﾠBut	 ﾠwe	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
takes	 ﾠa	 ﾠlot	 ﾠof	 ﾠtime	 ﾠ(about	 ﾠan	 ﾠhour),	 ﾠeven	 ﾠthough	 ﾠit	 ﾠwas	 ﾠhighly	 ﾠappreciated	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner.	 ﾠ[…]	 ﾠNow	 ﾠI	 ﾠ
spend	 ﾠon	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠ10	 ﾠminutes	 ﾠper	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠin	 ﾠconversation	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner	 ﾠby	 ﾠphone.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdecided	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
consultation	 ﾠwith	 ﾠour	 ﾠdistrict	 ﾠhead	 ﾠwho	 ﾠwondered	 ﾠhow	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcould	 ﾠspeed	 ﾠup	 ﾠsome	 ﾠprocesses”.	 ﾠNon-ﾭ‐
advisory	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠat	 ﾠSödra	 ﾠalso	 ﾠargue	 ﾠthat	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠcan	 ﾠkeep	 ﾠa	 ﾠlow	 ﾠprofile	 ﾠsince	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠcolleagues	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
charge	 ﾠof	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠprocurement	 ﾠtransmit	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcontents	 ﾠof	 ﾠplans	 ﾠto	 ﾠowners.	 ﾠSome	 ﾠinterviewees	 ﾠat	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠ
assert	 ﾠthat	 ﾠactive	 ﾠconsultancy	 ﾠfor	 ﾠowners	 ﾠappears	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠinappropriate	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠcontracted	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
produce	 ﾠplans	 ﾠvia	 ﾠexternal	 ﾠorganisations	 ﾠ(such	 ﾠas	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠassociations)	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠstate	 ﾠagency	 ﾠshould	 ﾠ
rather	 ﾠnot	 ﾠinterfere	 ﾠin	 ﾠprocurement	 ﾠactivities	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcontracting	 ﾠorganisation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠcontrast,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠspend	 ﾠon	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠ2	 ﾠhours	 ﾠgoing	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠplans	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners.	 ﾠ
They	 ﾠproactively	 ﾠseek	 ﾠpersonal	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠand	 ﾠtypically	 ﾠaddress:	 ﾠ(i)	 ﾠlinks	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠspatial	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠ
elements	 ﾠwith	 ﾠactual	 ﾠfeatures	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate	 ﾠto	 ﾠfacilitate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner’s	 ﾠorientation;	 ﾠ(ii)	 ﾠnature	 ﾠ
protection	 ﾠmeasures,	 ﾠfocusing	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforest	 ﾠzoning	 ﾠinto	 ﾠfunctional	 ﾠclasses;	 ﾠand	 ﾠ(iii)	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠ
measures,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠfellings	 ﾠand	 ﾠthinnings,	 ﾠtaking	 ﾠinto	 ﾠaccount	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner’s	 ﾠage,	 ﾠfinancial	 ﾠ
situation,	 ﾠetc.	 ﾠAdvisory	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠbelieve	 ﾠa	 ﾠthorough	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠis	 ﾠvaluable	 ﾠfor	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠreasons.	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠ
elaboration	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠprovides	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanner	 ﾠwith	 ﾠsound	 ﾠknowledge	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate,	 ﾠand	 ﾠhence	 ﾠunique	 ﾠ
advisory	 ﾠcapacity.	 ﾠSecond,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners’	 ﾠknowledge	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠestates	 ﾠand	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠskills	 ﾠare	 ﾠgenerally	 ﾠ
declining,	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠpersonal	 ﾠinteractive	 ﾠreview	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠallows	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠpriorities	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠclarified.	 ﾠ
As	 ﾠa	 ﾠplanner	 ﾠputs	 ﾠit:	 ﾠ“When	 ﾠyou	 ﾠexplain	 ﾠthings	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner,	 ﾠhe	 ﾠunderstands!”	 ﾠThird,	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠ
planners	 ﾠargue	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠhave	 ﾠan	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠrepresentative	 ﾠrole	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠorganisations,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
essential	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnurturing	 ﾠsuccessful	 ﾠlong-ﾭ‐term	 ﾠrelationships	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners,	 ﾠin	 ﾠpromoting	 ﾠstate	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
implementation	 ﾠ(for	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSFA),	 ﾠor	 ﾠsecuring	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠprocurement	 ﾠcontracts	 ﾠ(for	 ﾠSödra).	 ﾠParticularly	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠlatter,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠthat	 ﾠprocurers	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠguidance	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠquality	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
planners.	 ﾠProcurers	 ﾠhave	 ﾠless	 ﾠknowledge	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestate,	 ﾠwork	 ﾠunder	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠtime	 ﾠpressures	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
inherently	 ﾠfocus	 ﾠon	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠprocurement,	 ﾠpaying	 ﾠlittle	 ﾠattention	 ﾠto	 ﾠother	 ﾠissues,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠneed	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
pre-ﾭ‐commercial	 ﾠthinnings.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
5.3.2	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠcontrast	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠcounterparts,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠare	 ﾠnot	 ﾠequipped	 ﾠwith	 ﾠfield	 ﾠPCs	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠelaborate	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠcompletely	 ﾠon	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠown.	 ﾠTherefore,	 ﾠunsurprisingly,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠspend	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
time	 ﾠ(almost	 ﾠ7	 ﾠhours	 ﾠper	 ﾠFMP)	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtechnical/analytical	 ﾠwork,	 ﾠalthough	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestates	 ﾠthey	 ﾠassess	 ﾠare	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 12	 ﾠ
small.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners	 ﾠtakes	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ30	 ﾠminutes,	 ﾠon	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠ(Table	 ﾠ3),	 ﾠand	 ﾠin	 ﾠmany	 ﾠcases	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
confined	 ﾠto	 ﾠsettling	 ﾠpayment	 ﾠand	 ﾠhanding	 ﾠover	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Table	 ﾠ3.	 ﾠDuration	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠthree	 ﾠphases	 ﾠof	 ﾠpreparing	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠand	 ﾠowner	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠin	 ﾠSweden	 ﾠand	 ﾠLithuania	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ Average	 ﾠ
estate,	 ﾠha	 ﾠ
Total	 ﾠtime	 ﾠby	 ﾠphase,	 ﾠh	 ﾠ T/ha	 ﾠ contact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowner,	 ﾠh	 ﾠ
Approval	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ prep.	 ﾠ field	 ﾠ after	 ﾠ total	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ prep.	 ﾠ field	 ﾠ after	 ﾠ total	 ﾠ
Sweden	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠ 49	 ﾠ 2.2	 ﾠ 12.4	 ﾠ 3.8	 ﾠ 18.4	 ﾠ 0.4	 ﾠ 0.5	 ﾠ 0.5	 ﾠ 0.7	 ﾠ 1.7	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ
Sweden	 ﾠSödra	 ﾠ 76	 ﾠ 2.4	 ﾠ 19.3	 ﾠ 6.9	 ﾠ 28.6	 ﾠ 0.4	 ﾠ 0.2	 ﾠ 0.2	 ﾠ 1.4	 ﾠ 1.8	 ﾠ 0	 ﾠ
Lithuania	 ﾠ 7	 ﾠ 2.7	 ﾠ 7.2	 ﾠ 6.8	 ﾠ 16.7	 ﾠ 2.8	 ﾠ 0.4	 ﾠ 1.7	 ﾠ 0.5	 ﾠ 2.6	 ﾠ 3.4	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Compared	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠcase,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmajor	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrequirement	 ﾠto	 ﾠapprove	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
environmental	 ﾠinspectors.	 ﾠMost	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠnormally	 ﾠdeliver	 ﾠdraft	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠpersonally	 ﾠto	 ﾠinspectors	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
their	 ﾠregional	 ﾠoffices.	 ﾠBy	 ﾠlaw,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinspector	 ﾠshould	 ﾠmake	 ﾠdecision	 ﾠwithin	 ﾠ10	 ﾠdays	 ﾠif	 ﾠa	 ﾠplan	 ﾠis	 ﾠapproved.	 ﾠ
When	 ﾠchecking	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoffice	 ﾠand	 ﾠon	 ﾠsite	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠlatter	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠin	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ50%	 ﾠof	 ﾠcases),	 ﾠ
inspectors	 ﾠprimarily	 ﾠpay	 ﾠattention	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠspecies	 ﾠcomposition,	 ﾠage	 ﾠand	 ﾠboundaries	 ﾠof	 ﾠstands.	 ﾠThree	 ﾠ
types	 ﾠof	 ﾠsanction	 ﾠmay	 ﾠapply	 ﾠin	 ﾠcases	 ﾠof	 ﾠdeviations	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠestablished	 ﾠrequirements.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠsevere	 ﾠ
sanction	 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	 ﾠcancellation	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanner’s	 ﾠlicense	 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	 ﾠis	 ﾠonly	 ﾠapplied	 ﾠin	 ﾠexceptional	 ﾠcases.	 ﾠOn	 ﾠrare	 ﾠ
occasions	 ﾠ(up	 ﾠto	 ﾠfour	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcareers	 ﾠof	 ﾠinterviewees)	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠhave	 ﾠto	 ﾠpay	 ﾠfines	 ﾠranging	 ﾠ
from	 ﾠ60	 ﾠto	 ﾠ120	 ﾠeuro,	 ﾠroughly	 ﾠcorresponding	 ﾠto	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfee	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠmildest	 ﾠsanction	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
requirement	 ﾠto	 ﾠcorrect	 ﾠFMPs.	 ﾠMost	 ﾠinterviewed	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠmake	 ﾠcorrections	 ﾠin	 ﾠjust	 ﾠ1-ﾭ‐2%	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
submitted	 ﾠplans,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠone	 ﾠreports	 ﾠthe	 ﾠshare	 ﾠof	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ50%.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠvariation	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠat	 ﾠleast	 ﾠpartly	 ﾠexplained	 ﾠby	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstrategies	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠadopt	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠ
approaching	 ﾠinspectors.	 ﾠMost	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠtry	 ﾠto	 ﾠestablish	 ﾠand	 ﾠmaintain	 ﾠ“good	 ﾠconnections”	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
inspectors	 ﾠin	 ﾠvarious	 ﾠinformal	 ﾠways,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠperiodically	 ﾠenclosing	 ﾠsome	 ﾠcash,	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠ“presents”	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
form	 ﾠof	 ﾠbottles,	 ﾠpaying	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ“friendly	 ﾠlunches”,	 ﾠetc.	 ﾠA	 ﾠprolific	 ﾠplanner,	 ﾠamong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtop	 ﾠfive	 ﾠnationally	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
terms	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠprepared	 ﾠFMPs,	 ﾠadmits:	 ﾠ“You	 ﾠbring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproject,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠtake	 ﾠand	 ﾠsign	 ﾠit;	 ﾠyou	 ﾠ
leave	 ﾠmoney	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠtime	 ﾠto	 ﾠtime,	 ﾠor	 ﾠsometimes	 ﾠa	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠbottle.	 ﾠAfter	 ﾠall,	 ﾠthese	 ﾠinspectors	 ﾠgive	 ﾠmy	 ﾠphone	 ﾠ
number	 ﾠto	 ﾠowners.	 ﾠ[…]	 ﾠI	 ﾠmay	 ﾠleave	 ﾠa	 ﾠcouple	 ﾠof	 ﾠhundred	 ﾠlitas	 ﾠ[up	 ﾠto	 ﾠ100	 ﾠeuro]	 ﾠfor	 ﾠsome	 ﾠ5-ﾭ‐6	 ﾠprojects.	 ﾠ
Time	 ﾠis	 ﾠmoney”.	 ﾠOn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠhand,	 ﾠhe	 ﾠalso	 ﾠnotes	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthere	 ﾠare	 ﾠsome	 ﾠinspectors	 ﾠwho	 ﾠcategorically	 ﾠ
refuse	 ﾠto	 ﾠtake	 ﾠmoney.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠplanner,	 ﾠwho	 ﾠonly	 ﾠgave	 ﾠa	 ﾠbribe	 ﾠon	 ﾠone	 ﾠ“unbearable	 ﾠoccasion”,	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠone	 ﾠwho	 ﾠreported	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ50%	 ﾠ
rate	 ﾠof	 ﾠdemanded	 ﾠcorrections,	 ﾠon	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠprolonging	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtime	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠpreparation	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠfull	 ﾠworking	 ﾠ
day.	 ﾠHe	 ﾠregards	 ﾠthat	 ﾠin	 ﾠabout	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠof	 ﾠcases	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdemands	 ﾠare	 ﾠpure	 ﾠformalities.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠexample,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠmay	 ﾠ
be	 ﾠa	 ﾠrequirement	 ﾠto	 ﾠmove	 ﾠstand	 ﾠboundaries	 ﾠby	 ﾠsome	 ﾠ20	 ﾠmeters,	 ﾠalthough	 ﾠboundaries	 ﾠare	 ﾠsubject	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
personal	 ﾠinterpretation,	 ﾠand	 ﾠdetermining	 ﾠthem	 ﾠwith	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠprecision	 ﾠwould	 ﾠoften	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠcostly	 ﾠor	 ﾠeven	 ﾠ
impossible,	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠused	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠconventional	 ﾠforest	 ﾠinventory.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Planners	 ﾠbelieve	 ﾠthat	 ﾠinspectors’	 ﾠbehaviour	 ﾠis	 ﾠstrongly	 ﾠinfluenced	 ﾠby	 ﾠlow	 ﾠsalaries	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠ
set-ﾭ‐up,	 ﾠkey	 ﾠtenets	 ﾠof	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠare	 ﾠmeticulous	 ﾠcontrol	 ﾠand	 ﾠsanctions.	 ﾠInspectors	 ﾠthemselves	 ﾠface	 ﾠ
frequent	 ﾠinternal	 ﾠcontrols	 ﾠand	 ﾠsome	 ﾠyears	 ﾠago	 ﾠthey	 ﾠeven	 ﾠhad	 ﾠto	 ﾠfulfil	 ﾠofficial	 ﾠquotas	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcollecting	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
certain	 ﾠminimum	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠfines.	 ﾠThey	 ﾠare	 ﾠstill	 ﾠunofficially	 ﾠencouraged	 ﾠto	 ﾠdo	 ﾠso,	 ﾠand	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠfeel	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠinspectors’	 ﾠdecisions	 ﾠmay	 ﾠbe	 ﾠinconsistent,	 ﾠpartly	 ﾠ(probably)	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠinfluenced	 ﾠby	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 13	 ﾠ
control	 ﾠschedules.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠworst	 ﾠcases	 ﾠinvolve	 ﾠinspectors	 ﾠwho	 ﾠillegally	 ﾠengage	 ﾠin	 ﾠmediation	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
forestland	 ﾠtrade,	 ﾠleading	 ﾠto	 ﾠconflicts	 ﾠof	 ﾠinterests	 ﾠand	 ﾠsometimes	 ﾠfraudulent	 ﾠcontrol.	 ﾠAccording	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
respondents,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠcorruption	 ﾠis	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠto	 ﾠidentify,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthey	 ﾠbelieve	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠ“inspector-ﾭ‐
traders”	 ﾠis	 ﾠdeclining.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠany	 ﾠcase,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinterviews	 ﾠreveal	 ﾠsubstantial	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠof	 ﾠcontrol	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠapproval	 ﾠ
process	 ﾠabsorbs	 ﾠcirca	 ﾠ20%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtime	 ﾠspent	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpreparing	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
6.	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠas	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠ–	 ﾠa	 ﾠcritical	 ﾠassessment	 ﾠ
Interviews	 ﾠin	 ﾠboth	 ﾠcountries	 ﾠwere	 ﾠconcluded	 ﾠby	 ﾠassessing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinstrumental	 ﾠdimensions	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
policy	 ﾠtools,	 ﾠfollowing	 ﾠVedung’s	 ﾠ(1998)	 ﾠclassification.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrequested	 ﾠto	 ﾠassess	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
relative	 ﾠimportance	 ﾠof	 ﾠregulative,	 ﾠeconomic	 ﾠand	 ﾠinformational	 ﾠinstrumentation,	 ﾠassuming	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
combined	 ﾠinstrumental	 ﾠrole	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠadds	 ﾠto	 ﾠ100%	 ﾠin	 ﾠrespective	 ﾠcountry	 ﾠ(Fig.	 ﾠ1).	 ﾠPlanners’	 ﾠ
perceptions	 ﾠvaried	 ﾠsubstantially	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsamples	 ﾠare	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠto	 ﾠdraw	 ﾠrobust	 ﾠstatistical	 ﾠinferences.	 ﾠ
However,	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠresponses	 ﾠreinforce	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpression	 ﾠobtained	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpreceding	 ﾠanalysis:	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
regulatory	 ﾠdimension	 ﾠis	 ﾠstrongly	 ﾠdominant	 ﾠin	 ﾠLithuania,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinformational	 ﾠdimension	 ﾠprevails	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
Sweden.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠresults	 ﾠindicate	 ﾠthat,	 ﾠfirstly,	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠare	 ﾠcomposite	 ﾠinstruments	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠ
assigned	 ﾠto	 ﾠany	 ﾠspecific	 ﾠarchetypical	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstrument	 ﾠclass.	 ﾠSecondly,	 ﾠthorough	 ﾠscrutiny	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
institutional	 ﾠcontext	 ﾠand	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠroutines	 ﾠis	 ﾠneeded	 ﾠto	 ﾠgrasp	 ﾠthe	 ﾠactual	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstrumentation.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
comparative	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠdiscloses	 ﾠnotable	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠtechnological	 ﾠaspects,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠhand-ﾭ‐
held	 ﾠPCs	 ﾠand	 ﾠanticipated	 ﾠlarge-ﾭ‐scale	 ﾠapplications	 ﾠof	 ﾠlaser	 ﾠscanning	 ﾠin	 ﾠSweden,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠnot	 ﾠLithuania.	 ﾠSuch	 ﾠ
technological	 ﾠinnovations	 ﾠcan	 ﾠgenerate	 ﾠcost	 ﾠsavings	 ﾠand/or	 ﾠincrease	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccuracy	 ﾠof	 ﾠinventories.	 ﾠ
However,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmost	 ﾠfundamental	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠis	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstrumentation	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠ
planning,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠshapes	 ﾠplanners’	 ﾠinterests,	 ﾠsteers	 ﾠowners’	 ﾠmotivation	 ﾠand,	 ﾠultimately,	 ﾠleads	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
substantially	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠprocedural	 ﾠpractices.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Fig.	 ﾠ1.	 ﾠPlanners’	 ﾠperceptions	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠas	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠinstruments.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Regarding	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelationship	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstate	 ﾠand	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinformational	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠ
can	 ﾠbe	 ﾠrealized	 ﾠin	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠmajor	 ﾠways,	 ﾠas	 ﾠthey	 ﾠmay	 ﾠbe	 ﾠused	 ﾠboth	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠto	 ﾠtransfer	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprevailing	 ﾠ
management	 ﾠparadigm	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠemphasis	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstate’s	 ﾠ“needs”,	 ﾠand	 ﾠas	 ﾠdecision	 ﾠsupport	 ﾠ
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tools,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠemphasis	 ﾠon	 ﾠowners’	 ﾠneeds.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠfunction	 ﾠprevails	 ﾠin	 ﾠSweden,	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimplementing	 ﾠ
organisations	 ﾠanalysed	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠgive	 ﾠlow	 ﾠpriority	 ﾠto	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠservice	 ﾠwithin	 ﾠplanning.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠ
with	 ﾠowners	 ﾠis	 ﾠleft	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanner’s	 ﾠdiscretion,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠorganizational	 ﾠpressure	 ﾠto	 ﾠraise	 ﾠproductivity	 ﾠ
marginalizes	 ﾠthe	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠrole.	 ﾠFurther,	 ﾠcorrelations	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠour	 ﾠinterviewees’	 ﾠresponses	 ﾠand	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ
ages	 ﾠ(Fig.	 ﾠ2)	 ﾠindicate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtime	 ﾠspent	 ﾠin	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthus	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimportance	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
counselling	 ﾠrole,	 ﾠis	 ﾠdiminishing.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠolder,	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠof	 ﾠinterviewed	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠmay	 ﾠembody	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
somewhat	 ﾠidealistic	 ﾠrooting	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlong-ﾭ‐standing	 ﾠnational	 ﾠtradition	 ﾠof	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠservices,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠyounger,	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐advisory	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠhas	 ﾠpragmatically	 ﾠadapted	 ﾠto	 ﾠcurrent	 ﾠorganisational	 ﾠrealities,	 ﾠseeing	 ﾠ
consultancy	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠcostly	 ﾠmeasure	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠoutside	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠdirect	 ﾠremit.	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠshift	 ﾠin	 ﾠpractices	 ﾠseems	 ﾠhighly	 ﾠunlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠpart	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠdeliberate	 ﾠstrategy	 ﾠdevised	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
leadership	 ﾠof	 ﾠSFA	 ﾠand	 ﾠSödra.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠrather	 ﾠsuppose	 ﾠit	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠan	 ﾠunintended	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcombined	 ﾠ
effects	 ﾠof	 ﾠseveral	 ﾠfactors,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠinsufficient	 ﾠconsideration	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsequences	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorganisations’	 ﾠ
quest	 ﾠfor	 ﾠefficiency,	 ﾠvague	 ﾠdefinitions	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠroles	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠand	 ﾠtimber	 ﾠprocurers,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
overly	 ﾠtechnologically-ﾭ‐focused	 ﾠon-ﾭ‐the-ﾭ‐job	 ﾠtraining	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠin	 ﾠearly	 ﾠstages	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠcareers.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠ
find	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoutcome	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠunfortunate	 ﾠfor	 ﾠat	 ﾠleast	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠreasons.	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowners	 ﾠaccounts,	 ﾠ
on	 ﾠaverage,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠjust	 ﾠ6%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠtime	 ﾠthat	 ﾠour	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠinterviewees	 ﾠspend	 ﾠpreparing	 ﾠa	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠ
(10%	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠgroup)	 ﾠand	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠno	 ﾠcorrelation	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠduration	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
planner’s	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠtime	 ﾠinput	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠ(Fig.	 ﾠ3).	 ﾠThus,	 ﾠreducing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠduration	 ﾠof	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
doubtful	 ﾠstrategy	 ﾠfor	 ﾠreducing	 ﾠcosts.	 ﾠSecond,	 ﾠand	 ﾠmore	 ﾠimportantly,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners	 ﾠ
represents	 ﾠa	 ﾠvaluable	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠtime	 ﾠin	 ﾠmany	 ﾠrespects,	 ﾠas	 ﾠshown	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexperience	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠadvisory	 ﾠ
planners,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠit	 ﾠcan	 ﾠimprove	 ﾠboth	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtransfer	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠparadigm	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
accommodation	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners’	 ﾠneeds.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Similar	 ﾠsituation	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠrevealed	 ﾠin	 ﾠFinland	 ﾠ(Hokajärvi	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ2009),	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠestablished	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠ
framework	 ﾠand	 ﾠfocus	 ﾠon	 ﾠefficiency	 ﾠ(in	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠhectares	 ﾠper	 ﾠplanner)	 ﾠinhibit	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdevelopment	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
advisory	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠas	 ﾠeffective	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠfor	 ﾠactivating	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠFinnish	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠregard	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
advisory	 ﾠfunction	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠvery	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠbut	 ﾠfeel	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠlack	 ﾠopportunity	 ﾠto	 ﾠrespond	 ﾠto	 ﾠowner’s	 ﾠ
needs.09järvi	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ(2010)	 ﾠrecommend	 ﾠthat	 ﾠforest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠwould	 ﾠmore	 ﾠclearly	 ﾠ
separate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠforest	 ﾠas	 ﾠinventory	 ﾠobject	 ﾠand	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowner	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠclient.	 ﾠRaising	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatus	 ﾠof	 ﾠowner’s	 ﾠ
needs	 ﾠand	 ﾠmotivations	 ﾠshould	 ﾠserve	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠpoint	 ﾠof	 ﾠdeparture	 ﾠfor	 ﾠdeveloping	 ﾠa	 ﾠgenuine	 ﾠcustomer-ﾭ‐
oriented	 ﾠplanning.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠbelieve	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthese	 ﾠrecommendations	 ﾠapply	 ﾠequally	 ﾠwell	 ﾠto	 ﾠSweden.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 15	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Fig.	 ﾠ2.	 ﾠPlanner’s	 ﾠage	 ﾠversus	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠtime	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠowner	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠphase	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠpreparation	 ﾠin	 ﾠSweden.	 ﾠ
Subtleties	 ﾠof	 ﾠinformational	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠinstrumentation	 ﾠare	 ﾠof	 ﾠlittle	 ﾠrelevance	 ﾠin	 ﾠLithuania,	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠforest	 ﾠ
policy	 ﾠtowards	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠowners	 ﾠis	 ﾠrooted	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcommand-ﾭ‐and-ﾭ‐control	 ﾠtradition	 ﾠand	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠconstitute	 ﾠ
an	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠlink	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠregulatory	 ﾠchain.	 ﾠHere,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠregulatory	 ﾠorientation,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠlittle	 ﾠprovision	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
support,	 ﾠforms	 ﾠa	 ﾠfavourable	 ﾠsubstrate	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcorruption,	 ﾠstarting	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠillegal	 ﾠpurchase	 ﾠof	 ﾠstate	 ﾠ
inventory	 ﾠmaterials	 ﾠand	 ﾠending	 ﾠwith	 ﾠbribes	 ﾠto	 ﾠfacilitate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠapproval	 ﾠof	 ﾠplans.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠinstances	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
corruption	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠconsidered	 ﾠmild,	 ﾠrelative	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoverall	 ﾠextent	 ﾠof	 ﾠ“bureaucratic	 ﾠcrime”	 ﾠin	 ﾠLithuania,	 ﾠ
they	 ﾠstill	 ﾠcreate	 ﾠundesirable	 ﾠinefficiencies.	 ﾠNotably,	 ﾠtandems	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠand	 ﾠinspectors	 ﾠ“with	 ﾠgood	 ﾠ
connections”	 ﾠrestrain	 ﾠfair	 ﾠcompetition;	 ﾠinformants	 ﾠadmitted	 ﾠthat	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠvery	 ﾠdifficult	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnewly	 ﾠqualified	 ﾠ
planners	 ﾠto	 ﾠenter	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmarket	 ﾠunder	 ﾠthese	 ﾠconditions,	 ﾠand	 ﾠeven	 ﾠexperienced	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠare	 ﾠvery	 ﾠ
unwilling	 ﾠto	 ﾠprepare	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠin	 ﾠdistricts	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthey	 ﾠlack	 ﾠestablished	 ﾠconnections.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Fig.	 ﾠ3.	 ﾠDuration	 ﾠof	 ﾠSwedish	 ﾠplanners’	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners	 ﾠversus	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtotal	 ﾠtime	 ﾠinput	 ﾠper	 ﾠGFMP	 ﾠ
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The	 ﾠinstances	 ﾠof	 ﾠbribery,	 ﾠlong	 ﾠdriving	 ﾠdistances	 ﾠto	 ﾠdistricts	 ﾠunder	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaegis	 ﾠof	 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐disposed	 ﾠ
inspectors,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠobstacles	 ﾠin	 ﾠapproval	 ﾠroutines	 ﾠall	 ﾠadd	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠof	 ﾠFMPs.	 ﾠ
Although	 ﾠsalaries	 ﾠare	 ﾠconsiderably	 ﾠlower	 ﾠin	 ﾠLithuania,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠprice	 ﾠper	 ﾠha	 ﾠ(in	 ﾠeuro)	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠaverage	 ﾠ
estate	 ﾠis	 ﾠ1.2	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠthan	 ﾠin	 ﾠSweden,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ2.3	 ﾠtimes	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠafter	 ﾠadjusting	 ﾠby	 ﾠpurchasing	 ﾠpower	 ﾠ
parities	 ﾠ(Eurostat,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Our	 ﾠinterviews	 ﾠrevealed	 ﾠsigns	 ﾠof	 ﾠdissatisfaction	 ﾠwith	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠwork	 ﾠamong	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠrespondents,	 ﾠ
primarily	 ﾠdue	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠperceived	 ﾠoverregulation.	 ﾠ	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠmost	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠfelt	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠsystem	 ﾠ
largely	 ﾠfunctions	 ﾠsmoothly,	 ﾠin	 ﾠterms	 ﾠof	 ﾠmeeting	 ﾠthe	 ﾠintended	 ﾠaims,	 ﾠmany	 ﾠquestioned	 ﾠthe	 ﾠoverall	 ﾠ
purpose	 ﾠof	 ﾠdetailed	 ﾠsteering,	 ﾠand	 ﾠsome	 ﾠwere	 ﾠbluntly	 ﾠdisillusioned.	 ﾠA	 ﾠplanner	 ﾠwho	 ﾠstarted	 ﾠhis	 ﾠcareer	 ﾠ
over	 ﾠa	 ﾠdecade	 ﾠago	 ﾠwith	 ﾠhopes	 ﾠof	 ﾠdoing	 ﾠa	 ﾠmeaningful	 ﾠjob	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbenefit	 ﾠof	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners,	 ﾠsummarises	 ﾠ
his	 ﾠgeneral	 ﾠimpression	 ﾠas	 ﾠfollows:	 ﾠ“Punishment,	 ﾠpunishment	 ﾠ–	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠencoded	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlaw.	 ﾠAs	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
incentives,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠare	 ﾠnone.	 ﾠI	 ﾠsee	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠa	 ﾠdreadful	 ﾠpicture,	 ﾠworking	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠsystem.	 ﾠI	 ﾠmade	 ﾠsome	 ﾠmoney	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠall”.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Concerning	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠof	 ﾠprivate	 ﾠforests,	 ﾠlarge	 ﾠproportions	 ﾠof	 ﾠLithuanian	 ﾠforest	 ﾠowners	 ﾠare	 ﾠpassive	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠlack	 ﾠknowledge	 ﾠof	 ﾠboth	 ﾠforestry	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠbureaucratic	 ﾠroutines.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠregulatory	 ﾠmaze	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠhas	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠnegotiated	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠacquire	 ﾠand	 ﾠfollow	 ﾠFMPs	 ﾠhas	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠaggravating	 ﾠeffects	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
owners’	 ﾠmotivation.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠrequirement	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠappears	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠparticularly	 ﾠonerous	 ﾠfor	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠ
estates.	 ﾠMost	 ﾠinterviewed	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠfound	 ﾠit	 ﾠridiculous	 ﾠthat	 ﾠestates	 ﾠcovering	 ﾠup	 ﾠto	 ﾠ3-ﾭ‐5	 ﾠha	 ﾠneed	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
FMP	 ﾠto	 ﾠcarry	 ﾠout	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠfellings,	 ﾠespecially	 ﾠas	 ﾠcutting	 ﾠpermission	 ﾠis	 ﾠrequired	 ﾠin	 ﾠany	 ﾠcase.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
requirement	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdropped	 ﾠfor	 ﾠestates	 ﾠsmaller	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ3	 ﾠha	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbeginning	 ﾠof	 ﾠ2011.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠ
could	 ﾠbe	 ﾠa	 ﾠsign	 ﾠof	 ﾠemerging,	 ﾠand	 ﾠmuch-ﾭ‐needed,	 ﾠsoftening	 ﾠof	 ﾠregulation	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠplanning.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
7.	 ﾠConcluding	 ﾠremarks:	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfusion	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Planning	 ﾠscholarship	 ﾠincreasingly	 ﾠrecognises	 ﾠthe	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠincorporate	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠtheories	 ﾠand	 ﾠmethods,	 ﾠ
notably	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠtools	 ﾠcan	 ﾠfacilitate	 ﾠexplorations	 ﾠof	 ﾠintertwined	 ﾠtechnical	 ﾠand	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠ
dimensions	 ﾠof	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠframeworks	 ﾠ(Ponzini,	 ﾠ2008).	 ﾠThus,	 ﾠit	 ﾠcan	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠin	 ﾠgetting	 ﾠa	 ﾠbetter	 ﾠgrip	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
purpose,	 ﾠi.e.	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠvalue	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠparticular	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠendeavour	 ﾠand	 ﾠhow	 ﾠit	 ﾠperforms	 ﾠin	 ﾠpractice	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
relation	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpurpose.	 ﾠPolicy	 ﾠanalyses,	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠhand,	 ﾠunderutilise	 ﾠits	 ﾠcapacity	 ﾠfor	 ﾠexplaining	 ﾠ
complex	 ﾠsocial	 ﾠphenomena	 ﾠ(Flyvberg,	 ﾠ2001).	 ﾠPlanning	 ﾠpractices	 ﾠthus	 ﾠconstitute	 ﾠa	 ﾠpromising	 ﾠarena	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
contextualised	 ﾠsocial	 ﾠresearch.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠfew	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠto	 ﾠdate	 ﾠhave	 ﾠexamined	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
instrumentation	 ﾠof	 ﾠnatural	 ﾠresource	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠempirically,	 ﾠbeyond	 ﾠdeductive	 ﾠtheorising.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
We	 ﾠaccepted	 ﾠthe	 ﾠchallenge	 ﾠof	 ﾠgrounding	 ﾠour	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠby	 ﾠscrutinising	 ﾠthe	 ﾠroutines	 ﾠand	 ﾠperceptions	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
forest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanners	 ﾠin	 ﾠSweden	 ﾠand	 ﾠLithuania.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠexercise	 ﾠproved	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠworth	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffort,	 ﾠ
not	 ﾠonly	 ﾠenabling	 ﾠus	 ﾠto	 ﾠset	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠproperly	 ﾠinto	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠcontexts,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠalso	 ﾠyielding	 ﾠvaluable	 ﾠinsights	 ﾠ
into	 ﾠimplementational	 ﾠrealities,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvariation	 ﾠin	 ﾠplanners’	 ﾠcontact	 ﾠtime	 ﾠwith	 ﾠowners	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
Sweden.	 ﾠForest	 ﾠmanagement	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠencompasses	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠmore	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsum	 ﾠof	 ﾠtechnological	 ﾠ
operations	 ﾠinvolved	 ﾠin	 ﾠcarrying	 ﾠout	 ﾠa	 ﾠforest	 ﾠinventory	 ﾠand	 ﾠpreparing	 ﾠan	 ﾠFMP.	 ﾠHowever	 ﾠtrivial	 ﾠit	 ﾠmay	 ﾠ
sound,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠrevelation	 ﾠdemonstrates	 ﾠthat	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinterface	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠforest	 ﾠpolicy	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠplanning	 ﾠis	 ﾠwarranted.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
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